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1 Introduction 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) has prepared this Final Environmental 
Impact Report (FEIR) for the Transportation 2035 Plan. The proposed Transportation 2035 Plan 
represents the transportation policy and action statement of the MTC on how to approach the 
region’s transportation needs over the next 25 years. It includes a set of future transportation 
projects and programs that can be implemented with available funding and identifies projects 
that could be considered if new funding is obtained. The Commission will consider and certify 
this FEIR prior to taking action on the Transportation 2035 Plan. 

PURPOSE 

This Final EIR has been prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) (Section 21000 et seq., California Public Resources Code, in accordance with the 
Guidelines for the Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (Section 15000 et 
seq., California Code of Regulations, Tit.14). It responds to comments addressing the Draft EIR, 
published December 19, 2008. The Final EIR is intended to aid MTC as it considers adoption of 
the Transportation 2035 Plan. This Response Addendum, combined with the Draft EIR, 
constitutes the Final EIR on the project. This Final EIR amends and incorporates by reference the 
Draft EIR, which is available as a separately bound document from MTC. 

The primary purpose of this Final EIR is to respond to written and oral comments and 
recommendations received during the 45-day public review period. This review period of the 
Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2008022101) was from December 19, 2008 through February 
2, 2009. A list of the individuals, agencies, and organizations that commented on the Draft EIR 
and copies of the written and oral comments are included in Section 3 of this document. 
Responses to comments are provided in Section 4. Some comment letters raised points relating to 
both the Transportation 2035 Plan and the Draft EIR. This Final EIR responds to comments on 
the latter. To respond to some comments, revisions and refinements have been made to the Draft 
EIR environmental analysis and mitigation measures. Comments on the Plan are addressed 
separately by MTC as part of the administrative record for the Transportation 2035 Plan. 

The Draft EIR represents a good faith effort to disclose all significant environmental effects of 
implementing the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan, identify possible ways to minimize the 
significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan. 
(“CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and 
experimentation recommended or demanded by commentors…” Rather, a Lead Agency “need 
only respond to significant environmental issues and do[es] not need to provide all information 
requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.” (CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15204(a))) Information provided in the responses to comments and in the 
revisions to the Draft EIR clarifies and amplifies the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. 
However, no significant new information was added that would trigger recirculation of the Draft 
EIR under CEQA. Specifically, there are no new significant environmental impacts, or a 
substantial increase in the severity of any impact, identified in the comments or responses that 
were not already identified in the Draft EIR. The Final EIR is available online at 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov and at the MTC offices located at 101 Eighth Street, Oakland, CA 94607. 
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DRAFT EIR PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS 

The Draft EIR was released for public review on December 19, 2008. The review process provided 
the public with opportunity to review the document and make comments. MTC’s notice of 
availability of the Draft EIR and public outreach efforts are described below: 

• On December 18, 2008, MTC sent the Notice of Completion & the Notice of Availability 
to the Office of Planning and Research’s State Clearinghouse. 

• MTC also filed the Notice of Availability with the nine County Clerks in the Bay Area 
region on the same day. 

• MTC posted the Draft EIR on the Transportation 2035 Plan home page on its website: 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/ on December 18, 2008. The Draft EIR was 
available for viewing online or downloading. 

• On December 19, 2008, MTC issued an E-mail blast announcing the availability of the 
Draft Transportation 2035 Plan and Draft EIR for public review to 7,000 Federal, State, 
regional, and local agencies, Tribal governments, and interested organizations and 
individuals with e-mail addresses as identified in MTC's contact database. 

• MTC posted legal notices about the availability of the Draft EIR and upcoming January 
27 and January 28 public hearings on the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan and Draft EIR 
in the newspapers and publications listed below: 

Asian Week, 12/19/08 
California Voice, 12/21/08 
Contra Costa Times, 12/18/08 
The Daily Republic, 12/18/08 
Marin Independent Journal, 12/17/08 
El Mensajero, 12/28/08 

Mercury News, 12/20/08 
Oakland Tribune, 12/18/08 
Napa Valley Register, 12/18/08 
The Press Democrat, 12/19/08 
San Francisco Examiner, 12/16/08 
San Mateo County Times, 12/18/08 

 

• MTC mailed the notice of availability and an Executive Summary of the Draft EIR plus 
CD with the complete Draft EIR document on December 18, 2008 to the following Bay 
Area public libraries: 

Hayward Public Library 
Richmond Public Library 
Marin County Free Library 
Napa City-County Library 
San Francisco Public Library 
Redwood City Public Library 
Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Library 
Solano County Library 
Sonoma County Library 
MTC/ABAG Library 
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• MTC mailed the notice of availability and a CD with the complete Draft EIR document 
on December 18, 2008 to the following Bay Area public libraries: 

Solano County Library 
Belvedere Tiburon Library 
Los Gatos Public Library 
Alameda County Business Library 
Oakland Public Library 
Santa Clara City Library 
Livermore Public Library 
Dixon Public Library 
Daly City Public Library 
City of Palo Alto 
Mill Valley Public Library 
Contra Costa County Library 

Newark Public Library 
Petaluma Regional Library 
Berkeley Public Library 
San Mateo County Library 
San Leandro Community Library 
Contra Costa County Library 
San Mateo Public Library 
Contra Costa County Library 
Novato Regional Library 
Calistoga Public Library 
Sunnyvale Public Library 
Santa Clara County Library 

 

• On December 22, 2008, MTC issued a press release about the availability of the Draft 
Transportation 2035 Plan and Draft EIR to all major TV, newspapers, and radio outlets, 
as well as minority media outlets. A copy of the press release is available at: 

http://www.mtc.ca.gov/news/press_releases/rel457.htm  

• On December 23, 2008, MTC distributed postcards about the availability of the Draft 
Transportation 2035 Plan and Draft EIR to the 2,600 mailing addresses in MTC's contact 
database. 

• MTC posted display ads, as follows: 

o BayView, a monthly community newspaper dedicated to African American 
community in the Bay Area, ran in the January 2009 edition of the paper (released 
January 1, 2009) 

o El Observador, a weekly community newspaper that targets the Hispanic 
community throughout the Bay Area, ran in the paper's January 16-22 edition 

• The January/February issue of MTC's bi-monthly newsletter Transactions was devoted to 
the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan, and provided information on the availability and 
comment period for the Draft EIR. Transactions is mailed to some 15,500 agencies, 
transportation and planning officials, individuals, organizations, community groups, 
elected officials, and others who have requested to receive it. 

• The MTC/ABAG Library sent out copies of the Draft EIR upon request. 

The public review period lasted 45 calendar days, and closed on February 2, 2009. MTC accepted 
written comments via mail, fax, and E-mail. MTC staff solicited input on the Draft EIR from 
members of its citizen advisory committees through a joint advisors workshop on January 7. 
MTC also held two public hearings to receive oral comments, one on January 27 and one on 
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January 28. Verbal comments made at these meetings were accepted by MTC as official Draft EIR 
comments. 

DECISION-MAKING PROCESS 

Prior to taking action on the proposed Project, MTC must certify the Final EIR. MTC must 
certify that: 

• The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with the CEQA; 

• The Commission reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final EIR 
prior to considering the proposed Project; and 

• The Final EIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the Commission. 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15090) 

Prior to taking action on the proposed Project, MTC must prepare one or more written findings 
of fact for each significant environmental impact identified in the document. These findings must 
either state that: 

• The proposed Project has been changed (including adoption of mitigation measures) to 
avoid or substantially reduce the magnitude of the impact; 

• Changes to the proposed Project are within another agency’s jurisdiction and have been 
or should be adopted; or 

• Specific considerations make mitigation measures or alternatives infeasible. (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15091) 

For impacts identified in the EIR that cannot be reduced to a level that is less than significant, 
MTC may issue a Statement of Overriding Considerations for approval of the Project if specific 
social, economic, or other factors justify the proposed Project’s unavoidable adverse 
environmental effects. If MTC decides to approve the proposed Project for which the Final EIR 
has been prepared, MTC will issue a Notice of Determination. 

PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES DESCRIPTION 

This EIR evaluates the environmental effects of implementing the proposed Transportation 2035 
Plan and four alternatives. A summary of the proposed Project and the alternatives is provided 
below. More detailed descriptions of each alternative may be found in Draft EIR Chapter 3.1: 
Alternatives to the Proposed Project. 

PROPOSED PROJECT – TRANSPORTATION 2035 PLAN 

The Transportation 2035 Plan: Change in Motion represents a strategic investment plan to 
improve system performance for Bay Area travelers over the next 25 years and includes a set of 
highway, transit, local roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian projects identified through regional and 
local transportation planning processes. MTC estimates that $218 billion in federal, state, 
regional, and local revenues will be reasonably available to the Bay Area over the next 25-years. 
Key investments focus on maintenance, system efficiency and operations, and strategic 
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expansion. The plan signals several new directions for MTC and the Bay Area, including a pricing 
strategy via the Regional HOT Network, a multipronged Freeway Performance Initiative 
designed to maximize throughput on existing highways, a multiagency Climate Action Campaign 
to reduce the region’s carbon footprint, a Transportation for Livable Communities Program to 
support focused growth, and an overall emphasis on measurable performance improvements. In 
these ways, the Transportation 2035 Plan attempts to influence a whole range of actual “changes 
in motion.” A detailed description of the Transportation 2035 Plan is included in Chapter 1.2 of 
the Draft EIR. 

ALTERNATIVE 1: NO PROJECT 

The No Project alternative represents the likely outcome of not implementing the Transportation 
2035 Plan. Beyond existing conditions, this alternative includes a set of transportation projects 
and programs that are in advanced planning stages and slated to go forward since they have full 
funding commitments. These projects are committed because they are: (1) identified in the 
federally required Fiscal Year 2009 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), a four-year 
funding program of Bay Area projects and programs, (2) not yet in the TIP but are fully funded 
sales tax projects authorized by voters in seven Bay Area counties, including San Francisco, Santa 
Clara, San Mateo, Alameda, Contra Costa, Sonoma and Marin, or (3) not yet in the TIP but fully 
funded through other committed funds as defined by statute or Commission policy. This 
alternative does not include transportation projects and programs funded by the $32 billion in 
uncommitted discretionary funds. 

ALTERNATIVE 2: HEAVY MAINTENANCE/CLIMATE PROTECTION EMPHASIS 

This alternative is financially constrained to the $212 billion projected revenue available to the 
region over the next 25-years. Unlike the proposed Project, this Heavy Maintenance/Climate 
Protection alternative places its investment emphasis almost entirely on system maintenance and 
efficiency projects that support the plan goals. 

This alternative maximizes the use of available discretionary funds for investments that (1) 
reduce shortfalls for transit and local roadway maintenance; (2) improve walkability, bicycling, 
transit access, and carpooling and ridesharing; (3) help local jurisdictions to plan and build 
housing near transit; and (4) implement public education and outreach programs to raise 
awareness and facilitate behavior changes that help the region to meet its climate protection goal. 
The set of projects and programs in this alternative is designed to reduce vehicle miles traveled 
and/or greenhouse gas emissions. 

Because this alternative focuses on system maintenance and efficiency, it excludes all expansion, 
including the Regional HOT Network and the transit and roadway expansion projects that in the 
proposed Project are funded in part by the $32 billion discretionary funds. As a result of the 
exclusion of the Regional HOT Network, the $6.1 billion in net revenue that the Regional HOT 
Network would generate is not available to fund corridor improvements (such as transit 
operating and capital needs, freeway operations, interchanges, roadway maintenance and local 
access improvements). This leaves $26 billion in uncommitted discretionary funds that are 
redirected to other project priorities. A detailed description of the discretionary funds 
redistribution is provided on Draft EIR pages 3.1-7 and 3.1-8. 
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ALTERNATIVE 3: HEAVY MAINTENANCE/CLIMATE PROTECTION EMPHASIS 
+ PRICING STRATEGIES 

This alternative reflects the same project definition as Alternative 2 (Heavy Maintenance/Climate 
Protection Emphasis) plus it includes applying user-based pricing strategies in order to determine 
how pricing might influence the performance of infrastructure investments. The pricing 
strategies are intended to induce changes in travel behavior by increasing the cost of driving. 
They include: (a) carbon tax or tax on vehicle miles driven, (b) congestion fee for using congested 
freeways during peak periods, and (c) increased parking charges. 

To represent the carbon tax or VMT tax, gas prices are assumed to increase by 21 percent from 
$7.47 per gallon to $9.07 in 2035 (all in 2008 current dollars). Overall, the total auto operating 
cost per mile would also increase by 21 percent, from 39 cents per mile to 47 cents per mile. For 
the congestion fee, a charge of 25-cents per mile on congested freeways is added to freeway 
segments where the volume-to-capacity ratio exceeds 0.90 (very congested facilities). For the 
parking charge, parking costs are increased by $1.00 per hour to both peak and off-peak trips. 
This impacts both work and non-work trips, and has a higher impact on short trips than long 
trips. So, these increased parking costs will end up showing more non-motorized (bicycling and 
walking) trips in the pricing tests. The aggregate effect of these pricing strategies is a substantial 
increase in auto operating cost. This alternative aims to encourage more people to bike, walk and 
take transit, drive less, and produce less transportation-related greenhouse gas emissions by 
making it very expensive to drive. 

MTC tested these pricing strategies as part of the vision scenario analysis in fall 2007 in response 
to expressed interest by the State legislators to pursue a carbon tax, VMT tax or congestion 
pricing and public interest to increase parking charges. These pricing strategies were tested under 
this alternative for CEQA evaluation purposes. At this time, MTC has no legislative authority to 
implement the pricing strategies described in this alternative. 

ALTERNATIVE 4: HEAVY MAINTENANCE/CLIMATE PROTECTION EMPHASIS 
+ LAND USE STRATEGIES 

This alternative reflects the same project definition as Alternative 2 (Heavy Maintenance/Climate 
Protection Emphasis) plus it includes an alternative land use forecast in order to determine how a 
different kind of regional growth might influence the performance of infrastructure investments. 
This alternative land use forecast is a policy forecast, as opposed to a purely market-driven 
outcome. ABAG staff produced this alternative land use forecast with the objective of balancing 
jobs and housing and targeting growth in existing communities and near transit. Compared to 
Projections 2007, this forecast reflects considerable shifts in regional growth away from the fringes 
and toward existing employment and housing centers, areas projected to have either household 
or employment growth, and areas with existing and/or planned transit. It also assumes fewer in-
commuters from neighboring regions by accommodating 37,000 more households within the Bay 
Area. This alternative assumes no pricing strategy. 

This alternative assumes that the regional planning agencies of ABAG, the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD), the Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
(BCDC) and MTC will collaborate to promote and achieve more focused urban growth than 
estimated in Projections 2007, in part through existing and planned programs and improvements 
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contemplated by this alternative. Specific policy approaches have not been selected, however, 
some possible examples of regional policy approaches and implementation mechanisms to 
achieve the alternative land use forecast include increasing public awareness of the impacts of 
travel and location decisions, continuing to coordinate with local governments on land use 
decisions and parking policies and standards that impact transportation investments and vice 
versa, providing financial incentives to support Priority Development Areas (PDAs), and 
expanding the MTC Transit-Oriented Development Policy to include minimum employment 
densities and regional transit centers. The regional agencies must also work with local 
jurisdictions to modify the land use elements of their general plans, which is a key driver to 
implementing this land use strategy. 

ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR 

The remainder of this document is organized as follows: 

SECTION 2 

• Lists revisions to the Draft EIR by chapter and page, in the same order as the revisions 
would appear in the Draft EIR. Revision attachments appear at the end of Section 2, also 
in the order they would appear in the Draft EIR. 

SECTION 3 

• Lists all agencies, organizations, and persons who submitted either written or oral 
comments on the Draft EIR; reproduces and numbers all comment letters, and provides a 
unique number for each EIR comment in the left-hand margin. 

SECTION 4 

• Provides responses to comments, numbered and in order according to the comment 
letters in Section 3. 

APPENDICES 

A. Findings and Facts in Support of Findings 

B. Statement of Overriding Considerations 

C. Mitigation Monitoring Program 

D. MTC Resolution 3892 Certifying the EIR on the Transportation 2035 Plan 

E. MTC Resolution 1481 Environmental Guidelines of the MTC 
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2 Revisions to the Draft EIR 

This section includes the revisions to the Draft EIR. These revisions have been made in response 
to comments or based on review by the EIR preparers. The revisions appear here in the order 
they appear in the Draft EIR. Text additions are noted in underline and text deletions appear in 
strikeout. A revised Appendix C of the Draft EIR is included in this section. 

MTC has refined the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan based upon agency and public comments. 
The changes to the Transportation 2035 Plan as described below do not alter the conclusions 
presented in the Draft EIR regarding significant environmental impacts or mitigation measures 
and therefore do not trigger recirculation. 

Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Chapter Page 
Table/ 
Figure Correction 

1.2 2 1.2-1 Replace Figure 1.2-1 with the modified Figure 1.2-1 as attached. 

1.2 14  Replace Draft EIR pages 1.2-14 through 1.2-18 with the modified pages 
as attached. Includes modifications to Figures 1.2-4 and 1.2-5. 

1.2 18  Modify Paragraph 3, sentence 1 as follows: The illustrative projects 
identified for the financially unconstrained element of the proposed 
Transportation 2035 Plan include: Dumbarton Rail (construction phase), 
Caltrain Express Phase 2b (implement systemwide level boarding 
program and terminal improvements), and Transbay Transit Center 
Phase 2b (construction of downtown extension). 

1.2 21 1.2-6 Modify description of Project #22001 as follows: Implement Sonoma 
Marin Area Rail Transit District (SMART) commuter rail project 
(includes environmental, engineering, right-of-way, construction, vehicle 
procurement, and operations) 

1.2 21 1.2-6 Modify description of Project #21030 as follows: Improve U.S. 101/I-
580 interchange and construct a freeway-to-freeway direct connector 
from northbound U.S. 101 to eastbound I-580 (project approval and 
environmental design document phases only) 

1.2 21  Remove all asterisks from all projects identified in tables and modify 
table headers on pages 1.2-21 through 1.2-61 as follows: *Heavy 
Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis Alternatives 

1.2 22 1.2-6 Add Project #230422 as follows: Signalize Anderson/East Sir Francis 
Drake intersection with Corridor as Golden Gate, Investment Type as 
New Commitment, and a Map ID of 21 

1.2 22 1.2-6 Add Project #230712: Install suicide barrier on Golden Gate Bridge 
with Corridor as Golden Gate, Investment Type as Committed. 

1.2 22 1.2-6 Modify Map IDs for Project 98179 (2122) and Project 94089 (2223) 

1.2 23 1.2-7 Replace figure with the modified Figure 1.2-7 attached. 
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Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Chapter Page 
Table/ 
Figure Correction 

1.2 24 1.2-7 Add Project #94073 as follows: Construct a flyover connecting 
southbound Route 221 to southbound Route 29/12 (environmental and 
design phases), with Corridor as North Bay East-West, Investment Type 
as Committed. 

1.2 24 1.2-7 Add Project #94075 as follows: Construct grade separation 
improvements at Routes 12 and 29 (environmental phase), with 
Corridor as North Bay East-West, Investment Type as Committed. 

1.2 26 1.2-8 Modify description of Project #230508 as follows: Elevate Solano 
Avenue from Yountville to Dry Creek Road 

1.2 29 1.2-9 Modify description of Project #230542 as follows: Close a 
bicycle/pedestrian gap at San Pablo Avenue bridge in Pinole by upgrading 
the existing bridge or constructing a new dedicated bicycle/pedestrian 
bridge 

1.2 38 1.2-12 Modify Project #21116 as follows: Widen I-580 from Foothill Tassajara 
Road to Greenville Road in both directions for HOV lanes (includes 
auxiliary lanes) 

1.2 38 1.2-12 Add Project #230083 as follows: Tri-Valley Transit Access: acquire 
right-of-way along I-580 from Hacienda Drive to the Vasco Road 
interchange to accommodate rail transit, Investment Type as 
Committed. 

1.2 38 1.2-12 Add Project #21151 as follows: Construct a new satellite operations 
and maintenance facility for operations, dispatch, maintenance, fueling, 
bus wash and parking facilities for LAVTA fixed route services, with 
Corridor as Tri-Valley, Investment Type as Committed. 

1.2 38 1.2-12 Modify description of Project #230160 as follows: Tri-Valley Transit 
Access: Implement enhanced rapid bus service in Livermore, and Dublin 
and Pleasanton (includes higher frequencies, new stops and improved 
stop amenities) 

1.2 39 1.2-12 Modify Project #230665 as follows: I-580 westbound in Alameda 
County from Foothill Road to San Joaquin County line to I-680 – widen 
to add a HOT lane and convert HOV lane to HOT lane 

1.2 39 1.2-12 Modify Project #230666 as follows: I-580 eastbound in Alameda 
County from Foothill Road to San Joaquin County line to Greenville 
Road – widen to add a HOT lane 

1.2 39 1.2-12 Modify Project #230667 as follows: I-580 eastbound in Alameda 
County from Foothill Road to Greenville Road to Tassajara Road – 
convert HOV lane to HOT lane 

1.2 41 1.2-13 Modify description of Project #230681 as follows: I-680 northbound in 
Santa Clara County from Calaveras Road to Alameda County line to 
Calaveras Road — widen to add an HOT lane in each direction 

1.2 41 1.2-13 Modify description of Project #230682 as follows: I-680 northbound in 
Alameda County from Santa Clara County line to Route 84 — widen to 
add an HOT lane in each direction 
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Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Chapter Page 
Table/ 
Figure Correction 

1.2 41 1.2-13 Modify description of Project #230683 as follows: I-680 in Contra 
Costa County Alameda County from Route 84 to Alcosta Road  
Boulevard— widen to add an HOT lane in each direction 

1.2 48 1.2-16 Delete Project #94117 as follows: Improve bus stop accessibility 
systemwide (includes new transit centers and park-and-ride lots at De 
Anza College, Vasona Junction and downtown Los Gatos) 

1.2 48 1.2-16 Modify description of #22014 as follows: Implement Downtown East 
Valley Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and Light Rail Phases 1 and 3Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) as Phase 1 in the Santa Clara-Alum Rock corridor with 
the potential to convert to light-rail in the future (Santa Clara-Alum 
Rock Phase 1) 

1.2 48 1.2-16 Modify description of #22019 as follows: Convert Bus Rapid Transit 
(BRT) to light-rail transit in the Santa Clara-Alum Rock corridor 
(Downtown East Valley Santa Clara-Alum Rock Phase 2) 

1.2 48 1.2-16 Modify description of #22978 as follows: Extend the Capitol 
Expressway light-rail transit (LRT) from Eastridge Transit Center to the 
Capitol Station on the Guadalupe LRT line in Nieman (Phase 2) Nieman 
Boulevard 

1.2 48 1.2-16 Modify description of Project #21714 as follows: Widen U.S. 101 
between Monterey Highway and Route 25 and construct an interchange 
at U.S. 101/Route 25/Santa Teresa Boulevard (includes extending Route 
25 an extension to Santa Teresa Boulevard) 

1.2 48 1.2-16 Modify description of Project #21719 as follows: Improve I-880/I-
280/Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange (includes eliminating 
eastbound off-ramp loop and reconfiguring the off-ramp to eastbound 
Stevens Creek Boulevard and improving I-280/Winchester Boulevard) 

1.2 48 1.2-16 Modify description of Project #21923 as follows: Implement Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) on in the Alameda and El Camino Real from Diridon 
Station to Palo Alto corridors 

1.2 49 1.2-16 Add Project #22246 as follows: Provide pedestrian access and facilities 
to overcome existing barriers in the Blossom Hill/Monterey Highway 
area with Corridor as Silicon Valley, Investment Type as Committed. 

1.2 49 1.2-16 Add Project #22979 as follows: Construct local roadway improvements 
over-crossing U.S. 101 (includes local circulation improvements to 
Zanker Road, Old Bayshore Highway, N. 4th Street and Skyport Drive) 
with Corridor as Silicon Valley, Investment Type as Committed. 

1.2 49 1.2-16 Modify description of #22156 as follows: Improve Route 85 
northbound to Route 237 eastbound connector ramp and construct 
auxiliary lane on eastbound Route 237 between Route 85 and 
Middlefield Road 

1.2 49 1.2-16 Modify description of Project #21749 as follows: Extend Butterfield 
Boulevard from Tennant Avenue to Watsonville Road (includes new 
roadway segment, railroad overpass bridge, drainage channel, traffic 
signal upgrade, median, landscaping, bicycle lanes and sidewalks) 
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Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Chapter Page 
Table/ 
Figure Correction 

1.2 50 1.2-16 Add Project #230304 as follows: Widen Dixon Landing Road from 4 to 
6 lanes between North Milpitas Boulevard and I-880 with Corridor as 
Silicon Valley, Investment Type as Committed. 

1.2 52 1.2-17 Delete Project #230707 as follows: Expand Caltrain Express Service: 
implement system-wide level boarding program and south and north 
terminal improvements (Phase 2b) 

1.2 55 1.2-18 Modify Project #21626 as follows: Implement Caltrain grade separation 
program in San Mateo County 

1.2 57 1.2-19 Modify description of Project #21618 as follows: Implement commuter 
rail service on the Dumbarton Bridge (environmental, design and right-
of-way phases) (Financially unconstrained) 

1.2 59 1.2-20 Add Project #230710: Funding reserve to implement high-speed rail and 
related corridor improvements, and add footnote: To capitalize on 
high-speed rail funding opportunities recently made available through the 
voter-approved Proposition 1A California High-Speed Rail Bond and the 
federal American Reinvestment and Recovery Act of 2009, MTC is 
adding the "Funding reserve to implement High-Speed Rail and related 
corridor improvements" program to its Transportation 2035 Plan. As it 
is simply a funding reserve, there are no known physical impacts at this 
time. When the scope of this program is determined the program or its 
project components will be subject to supplemental program or project-
level environmental assessment under CEQA and/or NEPA. 

2.1 7  Add a new paragraph below Criterion 3 and above Method of Analysis 
as follows: The initial study and scoping of potential impacts in 
preparation for the EIR analysis determined that there was no possibility 
for significant reductions in emergency access as a result of investing in 
transportation improvements identified in the proposed Transportation 
2035 Plan. Therefore, this subject was not evaluated further as a part of 
the Draft EIR. 

2.1 7  Modify the text in paragraph 1 under Significance Criteria as follows: 
According to CEQA Guidelines, a project will normally have a significant 
effect if it would cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation 
to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system or if it 
would exceed an adopted level of service standard. This definition is 
somewhat limited for the purposes of a program-level EIR for a regional 
transportation plan, therefore, a more expansive set of criteria has been 
defined to determine whether transportation improvements in the 
proposed Transportation 2035 Plan will have a significant adverse effect 
on future regional mobility in the Bay Area. Criteria are focused on 
accessibility, traffic/congestion, and vehicle miles traveled per capita. 

2.1 20  Modify text on page 2.1-20 through 2.1-21 as follows:  
• Faster delivery of the Freeway Performance Initiative (which has a $1.6 
billion funding commitment in the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan) 
in order to reduce vehicle hours of delay and traffic congestion on Bay 
Area freeways and improve motorized and non-motorized traffic 
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operations and safety on parallel arterials; and
• MTC’s existing TOD Policy, a policy that conditions the allocation of 
regional discretionary funds on supportive local land use plans and 
policies for transit expansion projects included in the Resolution 3434 
Regional Transit Expansion program.; and 
• Multi-agency FOCUS program, a regional development and 
conservation strategy that promotes a more compact land use pattern 
for the Bay Area. FOCUS unites the efforts of four regional agencies 
into a single program that links land use and transportation by 
encouraging the development of complete, livable communities in areas 
served by transit, and promotes conservation of the region’s most 
significant resource lands. 

2.1 21  Modify mitigation measure 2.1(a) as follows:  
2.1(a) MTC, ABAG, BCDC and BAAQMD—as represented through the 
Joint Policy Committee (JPC) which coordinates the regional planning 
efforts of the four agencies—shall work to leverage existing funds 
(including e.g. the $2.2 billion in funds committed in the proposed 
Transportation 2035 Plan for the Transportation for Livable 
Communities Program, the $400 million in new funding for Climate 
Action Campaign (which includes the Safe Routes to Transit Program), 
as well as other programs that support focused growth) and seek 
additional funds to provide financial incentives to local governments that 
volunteered to designate their communities as Priority Development 
Areas (PDAs) through the FOCUS program and commit to build higher 
density residential and mixed use development near transit. 

2.1 21  Modify mitigation measure 2.1(b) as follows:  
2.1(b) MTC, in partnership with ABAG, BCDC, BAAQMD, local 
governments, and employers who would like to participate, will seek 
opportunities to conduct research on and promote value pricing of 
parking and other innovative parking strategies, for example: 
• Employer parking “cash out” programs, which allow employees to 
forego a parking spot in favor of cash or a subsidized transit pass; 
• Residential parking “opt-out” programs, which reduce city parking 
requirements in favor of developer funded cash to residents and/or 
transit passes, carshare membership, bicycle rentals, or alternative 
modes; 
• Local parking self-financing programs, which price parking to fund 
transit passes, alternative modes, and/or provide cash directly to 
workers and residents; 
• “Green certification” of local parking policy regulations aimed at 
reducing vehicle miles traveled; and 
• Technical assistance programs to remove barriers that prevent local 
governments from implementing parking pricing programs to help local 
governments revise parking policies and implement new programs, 
particularly to develop parking policies and programs that would 
support greater transit use. 
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2.2 10 2.2-1 Replace Figure 2.2-1 with the following modified figure titled: Bay Area 
Air Quality Management District Boundaries 

2.2 15  Add text under Motor Vehicle Emissions after the second paragraph, as 
follows: MTC and ARB use different methodologies for calculating 
regional VMT for the Bay Area. Regional VMT generated by MTC's 
travel demand models is calibrated and validated against surveys, the 
national census, and transit and traffic count data. In ARB’s EMFAC 
emission model, VMT is derived from a combination of odometer data 
from the Bureau of Automotive Repair (BAR) and vehicle registration 
data from the Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV). 
 
Over the past several years, MTC and ARB have worked together to 
understand and reconcile these methodology differences, and to 
determine the methodology to be used for Bay Area conformity 
determinations. In November 2001, MTC and ARB established an 
agreement to (1) use base year 2000 VMT for the Bay Area as 
generated by EMFAC, and (2) use MTC's VMT growth rates as implied 
by the VMT estimates produced by MTC’s travel demand models. The 
rationale for this is that while ARB has questioned the level of travel in 
calendar year 2000 as estimated by MTC's travel demand models, ARB 
does not question future year growth projections included in the travel 
demand models. However, in an effort to be protective of air quality, 
ARB, MTC, and the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD) have agreed to use the higher estimates of VMT for use in 
preparation of the State Implementation Plan (SIP) emission inventories 
and other regional emission inventory calculation needs. Both MTC and 
ARB will continue to monitor these regional VMT differences, and 
reconciliation processes will be used, on an ongoing basis. 

2.2 22  Modify mitigation measure 2.2(c) as follows:  
2.2(c) MTC and BAAQMD, in partnership with the Port of Oakland, 
ARB, and other partners who would like to participate, shall commit to 
engage the public and other agencies to address goods movement 
emissions and health impact issues and work together to identify, 
prioritize and implement actions beyond those identified in the 
Statewide Goods Movement Emission Reduction Plan to reduce diesel 
PM and other air emissions. 

2.2 23  Modify the number for the cumulative impact as follows: 2.2-54 

2.3 4  Add a footnote to paragraph 2, sentence 1, word 8 as follows: See 
webpage http://www.mtc.ca.gov/maps_and_data/GIS/maproom.htm for 
links to maps associated with MTC’s transportation planning work, 
including the map of MTC superdistricts. 

2.3 5 2.3-1 Add footnote to Table 2.3-1 as follows: Note: This table does not 
reflect differences in average household size by superdistrict. 
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2.3 19  Add text to page 2.3-19, before the heading "Regional/Local 
Regulations", as follows: Senate Bill 375: Transportation Planning 
and Sustainable Communities 
Senate Bill (SB) 375 (Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008), approved by the 
legislature and signed by Governor Schwarzenegger in September 2008, 
requires the state’s metropolitan planning organizations, including MTC, 
to prepare a new element of their regional transportation plans, known 
as a “Sustainable Communities Strategy,” to help California reach its 
strive to reach its greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction targets. 
(The 2013 regional transportation plan will be the first Bay Area plan 
subject to SB 375.) The Sustainable Communities Strategy, which will be 
jointly developed with the Association of Bay Area Governments 
(ABAG), as is generally the case for regional growth forecasts, will 
incorporate three new elements into the regional transportation 
planning process: a land use component identifying how the region could 
house growth for up to 20 years, a discussion of resource and farmland 
areas to be protected, and a demonstration of how the development 
pattern and the transportation network can work together to reduce 
GHG emissions. As with any plan that results in GHG emissions 
reductions through means such as reduced vehicle travel, a secondary 
benefit would be a reduction in regional energy use. 
See Chapter 2.5, Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases, for additional 
details about SB 375. 

2.3 29 2.3-11 Modify Table 2.3-11: Farmland Acres Potentially Affected by Proposed 
Plan, by County and Type (as provided in attached table) to match the 
correct data shown in previous tables 2.3-9 and 2.3-10. 

2.3 32  Modify Draft EIR pages 2.3-32 and 2.3-33 text and tables as provided in 
the attached pages.  

2.3 36  Modify Project #230200 as follows: Improve local circulation on St. 
John Street and Extend Autumn Street from Union Pacific Railroad 
crossing to Park Avenue 
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2.3 38  Modify mitigation measure 2.3(e) as follows:  
2.3(e) MTC shall continue to participate in and promote the efforts of 
the multi-agency FOCUS project, which is intended to coordinate 
regional growth efforts to use land more efficiently, optimize 
transportation and other infrastructure investments in existing 
communities that focus new development near existing transit, preserve 
open space, etc. In this way, MTC, in partnership with regional agencies 
such as ABAG, through its ongoing representation on the Joint Policy 
Committee (whose efforts already include Draft Policies for the Bay 
Area's Implementation of Senate Bill 375, published January 23, 2009), 
and in cooperation with local governments and advocacy groups such as 
Greenbelt Alliance and TransForm (formerly TALC), shall pursue the 
enhanced coordination of local land use planning with transportation 
investments in the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan, consistent with 
the requirements and goals of SB 375. As a part of that effort, MTC shall 
continue to participate in, support, and promote the multi-agency 
FOCUS project, which is intended to coordinate regional growth efforts 
to use land more efficiently, optimize transportation and other 
infrastructure investments in existing communities that focus new 
development near existing transit, preserve open space, etc. 

2.4 18 2.4-4 Add minus signs to the last two numbers in the first line (-18.8, -1.9%). 

2.5 2  Modify last sentence as follows: However, many scientists believe that 
emissions from human activities—such as electricity generation, vehicle 
emissions, and even farming and forestry practices—have elevated the 
concentration of GHGs in the atmosphere beyond naturally-occurring 
concentrations, contributing to the larger process of global climate 
change.  

2.5 7  Replace Figure 2.5-3 with the following figure titled: Shoreline Areas 
Vulnerable to Sea Level Rise at Mid-Century (2040 – 2060) Due to Climate 
Change. 
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2.5 16  Add text before the last paragraph under CO2 and CO2 Emissions, as 
follows: For the carbon dioxide emissions calculations, MTC uses the 
adjusted, or “reconciled,” regional VMT, including the emissions 
calculations shown in Figure 2.5-4. ARB staff conducted a peer review of 
the carbon dioxide emissions analysis for Figure 2.5-4, and found that 
the carbon dioxide emissions calculated by ARB are higher than those 
forecasted by MTC because CARB used higher regional VMT estimates 
in its calculations than MTC. The reason for this difference in regional 
VMT is that ARB’s VMT estimates are based on higher growth rates that 
are derived from the “older” growth rates submitted by MTC for the 
previous plan (Transportation 2030 Plan) when ARB produced the 
current version of EMFAC (EMFAC2007) in November 2006. MTC's 
Transportation 2030 Plan travel demand models used ABAG's Projections 
2005 socio-economic data as inputs. MTC’s regional VMT estimates in 
its Transportation 2035 Plan are based on newer growth rates from 
updated socio-economic data in ABAG’s Projections 2007. These 
projections reflect more smart growth in the urban core, which results 
in shorter trips and lower regional VMT. MTC staff has provided this 
information to ARB to explain why the carbon dioxide emissions 
calculations differ between MTC and ARB. 
 
In general, these two different VMT calculation methods result in a 
difference ranging from 9.6 to 9.8 percent for all alternatives evaluated 
in this EIR, with the regional VMT higher in the air quality analyses 
compared to the travel behavior analyses. The discrepancy for the base 
year 2006, for example, is 144,985 thousand VMT per weekday using 
the MTC travel models; and 159,232 using the ARB methodology, a 9.8 
percent difference. 
 

2.5 23  Modify mitigation measure 2.5(c) as follows:  
2.5(c) MTC will work with BCDC, in partnership with the regional 
agencies and other partners who would like to participate, to conduct a 
vulnerability assessment for the region’s transportation infrastructure 
and identify the appropriate adaptation strategies to protect those 
transportation resources that are likely to be impacted and are a 
priority for the region to protect. This assessment should build off of 
but not duplicate current BCDC efforts and research underway. The 
results of this assessment and synthesis of related research should be 
used to inform the evolution of FOCUS Priority Development Areas 
and Priority Conservation Areas, in particular by identifying places 
where targeted development may conflict with sea level rise risk and 
targeted conservation may be more appropriate. 

2.7 18 2.7-3 Remove all asterisks from all projects identified in table on pages 2.7-
18 through 2.7-25 and modify table footer on page 2.7-25 as follows: 
Projects that are part of the *Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection 
Emphasis alternatives. 
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2.7 19 2.7-3 Modify description of Project #230508 as follows: Elevate Solano 
Avenue from Yountville to Dry Creek Road 

2.7 21 2.7-3 Modify Project #230665 as follows: I-580 westbound in Alameda 
County from Foothill Road to San Joaquin County line to I-680 – widen 
to add a HOT lane and convert HOV lane to HOT lane 

2.7 21 2.7-3 Modify Project #230667 as follows: I-580 eastbound in Alameda 
County from Foothill Road to Greenville Road to Tassajara Road – 
convert HOV lane to HOT lane 

2.7 22 2.7-3 Modify description of Project #230681 as follows: I-680 northbound in 
Santa Clara County from Calaveras Road to Alameda County line to 
Calaveras Road — widen to add an HOT lane in each direction 

2.7 22 2.7-3 Modify description of Project #230682 as follows: I-680 northbound in 
Alameda County from Santa Clara County line to Route 84 — widen to 
add an HOT lane in each direction 

2.7 22 2.7-3 Modify description of Project #230683 as follows: I-680 in Contra 
Costa County Alameda County from Route 84 to Alcosta Road  
Boulevard— widen to add an HOT lane in each direction 

2.7 22 2.7-3 Modify Project #230666 as follows: I-580 eastbound in Alameda 
County from Foothill Road to San Joaquin County line to Greenville 
Road – widen to add a HOT lane 

2.7 23 2.7-3 Add Project #22246 as follows: Provide pedestrian access and facilities 
to overcome existing barriers in the Blossom Hill/Monterey Highway 
area with Corridor as Silicon Valley, with an X for liquefaction hazard. 

2.7 23 2.7-3 Add Project #230304 as follows: Widen Dixon Landing Road from 4 to 
6 lanes between North Milpitas Boulevard and I-880 with Corridor as 
Silicon Valley, with an X for liquefaction hazard. 

2.7 23 2.7-3 Modify description of #22156 as follows: Improve Route 85 
northbound to Route 237 eastbound connector ramp and construct 
auxiliary lane on eastbound Route 237 between Route 85 and 
Middlefield Road 

2.7 24 2.7-3 Modify description of Project #21714 as follows: Widen U.S. 101 
between Monterey Highway and Route 25 and construct an interchange 
at U.S. 101/Route 25/Santa Teresa Boulevard (includes extending Route 
25 an extension to Santa Teresa Boulevard) 

2.8 19 2.8-1 Remove all asterisks from all projects identified in table on pages 2.8-
19 through 2.8-23 and modify table footer on page 2.8-23 as follows: 
Projects that are part of the *Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection 
Emphasis alternatives. 

2.8 19 2.8-1 Modify description of Project #230508 as follows: Elevate Solano 
Avenue from Yountville to Dry Creek Road 

2.8 21 2.8-1 Add Project #230304 as follows: Widen Dixon Landing Road from 4 to 
6 lanes between North Milpitas Boulevard and I-880 with Corridor as 
Silicon Valley. 

2.8 21 2.8-1 Modify Project #230667 as follows: I-580 eastbound in Alameda 
County from Foothill Road to Greenville Road to Tassajara Road – 



Transportation 2035 Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 

2-11 

Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Chapter Page 
Table/ 
Figure Correction 

convert HOV lane to HOT lane

2.8 21 1.8-1 Modify description of Project #230682 as follows: I-680 northbound in 
Alameda County from Santa Clara County line to Route 84 — widen to 
add an HOT lane in each direction 

2.8 21 2.8-1 Modify description of Project #230683 as follows: I-680 in Contra 
Costa County Alameda County from Route 84 to Alcosta Road  
Boulevard— widen to add an HOT lane in each direction 

2.9 31  Modify conclusion summary of Impact 2.9-7 (bottom of page) as 
follows: (Significant, but mitigable) 

2.9 38 2.8-1 Remove all asterisks from all projects identified in table on pages 2.9-
38 through 2.9-46 and modify table footer on page 2.8-23 as follows: 
Projects that are part of the *Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection 
Emphasis alternatives. 

2.9 42 2.9-2 Modify description of Project #230508 as follows: Elevate Solano 
Avenue from Yountville to Dry Creek Road 

2.9 43 2.9-2 Remove Project #22008 from this list. 

2.9 43 2.9-2 Modify Project #230200 as follows: Improve local circulation on St. 
John Street and Extend Autumn Street from Union Pacific Railroad 
crossing to Park Avenue 

2.9 43 2.9-2 Modify Project #230531 as follows: Construct HOV and auxiliary lanes 
on U.S. 101 in Mountain View and Palo Alto, from Route 85 to 
Embarcadero Road 

2.9 44 2.9-2 Modify description of Project #21714 as follows: Widen U.S. 101 
between Monterey Highway and Route 25 and construct an interchange 
at U.S. 101/Route 25/Santa Teresa Boulevard (includes extending Route 
25 an extension to Santa Teresa Boulevard) 

2.9 45 2.9-2 Modify description of Project #230681 as follows: I-680 northbound in 
Santa Clara County from Calaveras Road to Alameda County line to 
Calaveras Road — widen to add an HOT lane in each direction 

2.9 45 2.9-2 Modify description of Project #230682 as follows: I-680 northbound in 
Alameda County from Santa Clara County line to Route 84 — widen to 
add an HOT lane in each direction 

2.9 45 2.9-2 Modify description of Project #230683 as follows: I-680 in Contra 
Costa County Alameda County from Route 84 to Alcosta Road  
Boulevard— widen to add an HOT lane in each direction 

2.9 45 2.9-2 Modify Project #21116 as follows: Widen I-580 from Foothill Tassajara 
Road to Greenville Road in both directions for HOV lanes (includes 
auxiliary lanes) 

2.9 45 2.9-2 Modify Project #230665 as follows: I-580 westbound in Alameda 
County from Foothill Road to San Joaquin County line to I-680 – widen 
to add a HOT lane and convert HOV lane to HOT lane 

2.10 11 2.10-2 Modify description of Project #230682 as follows: I-680 northbound in 
Alameda County from Santa Clara County line to Route 84 — widen to 
add an HOT lane in each direction 
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2.10 11 2.10-2 Modify description of Project #230683 as follows: I-680 in Contra 
Costa County Alameda County from Route 84 to Alcosta Road  
Boulevard— widen to add an HOT lane in each direction 

2.10 11 2.10-2 Modify Project #230665 as follows: I-580 westbound in Alameda 
County from Foothill Road to San Joaquin County line to I-680 – widen 
to add a HOT lane and convert HOV lane to HOT lane 

2.10 11 2.10-2 Modify Project #230666 as follows: I-580 eastbound in Alameda 
County from Foothill Road to San Joaquin County line to Greenville 
Road – widen to add a HOT lane 

2.10 14  Modify impact conclusion summary wording at top of page to be 
consistent with the actual conclusion of the analysis and the text in the 
Executive Summary and CEQA-Required Conclusions, as follows: 
(Significant Cumulative Impact, Contribution Cumulatively Considerable, 
Mitigable) 
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3.1 10  Add text after the third paragraph before Transportation, as follows: In 
terms of evaluating the travel behavior impacts of the three Heavy 
Maintenance/ Climate Protection Emphasis alternatives, the existing and 
future travel models in place at MTC will never be able to capture the 
behavioral impacts of system maintenance or “quality of life” programs. 
This is because of the uniqueness of these programs and the lack of 
credible data, methodologies or models (either anecdotal or empirical) 
that can be used to analyze the environmental impact outputs that come 
from the standard modeling processes. 
 
In the Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis alternatives, $20 
billion of the $26 billion in uncommitted discretionary funds would be 
allocated to cover the shortfalls in transit capital maintenance and local 
roadway (i.e., pavement, bridge) maintenance. These projects will 
increase the reliability of the transportation system, but will not improve 
either the travel times or costs of travel for the consumer. So, no 
changes in travel behavior can be simulated by these transit capital 
maintenance and roadway maintenance projects. 
 
Similarly, the projects included in the $3 billion Transportation for 
Livable Communities Program, $1.3 billion Regional Bicycle Program, 
$900 million Transportation Climate Action Campaign, or $1.1 billion 
Lifeline Transportation Program, cannot be model-simulated in either 
the existing MTC trip-based model system or the future MTC activity-
based modeling system. These particular programs need their own 
performance metrics to analyze the "before-and-after" impacts on 
congestion, travel behavior, and the environment, which would need to 
be based on elaborate "before-and-after" panel surveys and studies, 
focus group surveys, stated preference surveys, and specific models that 
address these "quality-of-life" programs. These specific and elaborate 
data collection programs are beyond the scope of this program EIR. 
MTC instead makes general program-level assumptions about the ability 
of these programs to improve the quality of life in the Bay Area based 
on current experience and research on these kinds of programs. 

3.1 14 3.1-1 Replace Table 3.1-1 with the following modified table titled Roadway 
Lane Miles and Transit Seat Miles (2006 to 2035) to reflect consistent 
rounding to the nearest 1,000 (as shown in attached Table 3.1-1) 

Appendix 
C 

2  Modify description of Project #22001 as follows: Implement Sonoma 
Marin Area Rail Transit District (SMART) commuter rail project 
(includes environmental, engineering, right-of-way, construction, vehicle 
procurement, and operations) 

Appendix 
C 

2  Remove checkmarks from all alternatives for Project #21627 Electrify 
Caltrain from Tamien to San Francisco (includes installation of power 
substations and other infrastructure) 

Appendix 
C 

6  Modify Project #230665 as follows: I-580 westbound in Alameda 
County from Foothill Road to San Joaquin County line to I-680 – widen 
to add a HOT lane and convert HOV lane to HOT lane 
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Appendix 
C 

6  Modify Project #230666 as follows: I-580 eastbound in Alameda 
County from Foothill Road to San Joaquin County line to Greenville 
Road – widen to add a HOT lane 

Appendix 
C 

6  Modify Project #230667 as follows: I-580 eastbound in Alameda 
County from Foothill Road to Greenville Road to Tassajara Road – 
convert HOV lane to HOT lane 

Appendix 
C 

8  Modify description of Project #230681 as follows: I-680 northbound in 
Santa Clara County from Calaveras Road to Alameda County line to 
Calaveras Road — widen to add an HOT lane in each direction 

Appendix 
C 

8  Modify description of Project #230682 as follows: I-680 northbound in 
Alameda County from Santa Clara County line to Route 84 — widen to 
add an HOT lane in each direction 

Appendix 
C 

8  Modify description of Project #230683 as follows: I-680 in Contra 
Costa County Alameda County from Route 84 to Alcosta Road  
Boulevard— widen to add an HOT lane in each direction 

Appendix 
C 

9  Add Project #230710: Funding reserve to implement high-speed rail and 
related corridor improvements with Corridor as Region, Investment 
Type as Committed, and checkmarks for Transportation 2035 Plan, No 
Project, HM/CPE, HM/CPE + Pricing, and HM/CPE + Land Use  

Appendix 
C 

9  Add Project #230712: Install suicide barrier on Golden Gate Bridge 
with Corridor as Golden Gate, Investment Type as Committed, and 
checkmarks for Transportation 2035 Plan, No Project, HM/CPE, 
HM/CPE + Pricing, and HM/CPE + Land Use 

Appendix 
C 

10  Remove checkmarks from all alternatives for Project #21132 Extend 
BART from Fremont to Warm Springs 

Appendix 
C 

10  Modify Project #21116 as follows: Widen I-580 from Foothill Tassajara 
Road to Greenville Road in both directions for HOV lanes (includes 
auxiliary lanes) 

Appendix 
C 

11  Add Project #21151: Construct a new satellite operations and 
maintenance facility for operations, dispatch, maintenance, fueling, bus 
wash and parking facilities for LAVTA fixed route services, with 
Corridor as Tri-Valley, Investment Type as Committed, and checkmarks 
for Transportation 2035 Plan, No Project, HM/CPE, HM/CPE + Pricing, 
and HM/CPE + Land Use  

Appendix 
C 

12  Move Project #21618 to the Bay Area Region/Multi-County section on 
page C-2 from the Alameda County section 

Appendix 
C 

13  Remove checkmarks from all alternatives for Project #22455 
Implement Bus Rapid Transit service on the Telegraph 
Avenue/International Boulevard/E. 14th Street corridor 

Appendix 
C 

14  Remove checkmarks from all alternatives for Project #22780 
Implement Bus Rapid Transit service on the Grand-MacArthur corridor 

Appendix 
C 

14  Remove checkmarks from all alternatives for Project #98139 Acquire 
right-of-way for Ace rail service between Stockton and Niles Junction, 
complete track improvements between San Joaquin County and 
Alameda County, and expand Alameda County station platforms 
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Appendix 
C 

15  Modify the Corridor of Project #230083 to Tri-Valley from Alameda 
County-wide 

Appendix 
C 

16  Modify description of Project #230160 as follows: Tri-Valley Transit 
Access: Implement enhanced rapid bus service in Livermore, and Dublin 
and Pleasanton (includes higher frequencies, new stops and improved 
stop amenities) 

Appendix 
C 

25  Modify description of Project #230542 as follows: Close a 
bicycle/pedestrian gap at San Pablo Avenue bridge in Pinole by upgrading 
the existing bridge or constructing a new dedicated bicycle/pedestrian 
bridge 

Appendix 
C 

25  Add Project #230711 as follows: Implement parking improvements at 
Larkspur ferry terminal, with Corridor as Golden Gate, Investment 
Type as Committed, and checkmarks for Transportation 2035 Plan, No 
Project, HM/CPE, HM/CPE + Pricing, and HM/CPE + Land Use 

Appendix 
C 

26  Add Project #21302: Implement Marin County's bicycle and pedestrian 
program, with Corridor as Marin County-wide, Investment Type as 
Committed, and checkmarks for Transportation 2035 Plan, No Project, 
HM/CPE, HM/CPE + Pricing, and HM/CPE + Land Use  

Appendix 
C 

26  Add Project #230406: Implement transportation improvements 
identified in the Canal Neighborhood Community-Based Transportation 
Plan with Corridor as Marin County-wide, Investment Type as 
Committed, and checkmarks for Transportation 2035 Plan, No Project, 
HM/CPE, HM/CPE + Pricing, and HM/CPE + Land Use  

Appendix 
C 

26  Modify description of Project #21030 as follows: Improve U.S. 101/I-
580 interchange and construct a freeway-to-freeway direct connector 
from northbound U.S. 101 to eastbound I-580 (project approval and 
environmental design document phases only) 

Appendix 
C 

27  Add Project #230422 as follows: Signalize Anderson/East Sir Francis 
Drake intersection with Corridor as Golden Gate, Investment Type as 
New Commitment, and checkmark for Transportation 2035 Plan 

Appendix 
C 

27  Add Project #230516: Implement Marin County's Safe Routes to 
Schools Program, with Corridor as Marin County-wide, Investment 
Type as Committed, and checkmarks for Transportation 2035 Plan, No 
Project, HM/CPE, HM/CPE + Pricing, and HM/CPE + Land Use  

Appendix 
C 

27  Add Project #230709 as follows: Implement routine maintenance of 
bicycle and pedestrian Class I facilities with Corridor as Marin County-
wide,  Investment Type as Committed, and checkmarks for 
Transportation 2035 Plan, No Project, HM/CPE, HM/CPE + Pricing, and 
HM/CPE + Land Use  

Appendix 
C 

27  Modify description of Project #230549 as follows: Implement local 
arterial improvements parallel to U.S. 101 and I-580 (includes 
signalization, signal controller upgrades, signal coordination and 
geometric improvements) 
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Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Chapter Page 
Table/ 
Figure Correction 

Appendix 
C 

28  Add Project # 94073: Construct a flyover connecting southbound 
Route 221 to southbound Route 29/12 (environmental and design 
phases), with Corridor as North Bay East-West, Investment Type as 
Committed, and checkmarks for Transportation 2035 Plan, No Project, 
HM/CPE, HM/CPE + Pricing, and HM/CPE + Land Use  

Appendix 
C 

28  Add Project # 94075: Construct grade separation improvements at 
Routes 12 and 29 (environmental phase), with Corridor as North Bay 
East-West, Investment Type as Committed, and checkmarks for 
Transportation 2035 Plan, No Project, HM/CPE, HM/CPE + Pricing, and 
HM/CPE + Land Use  

Appendix 
C 

29  Modify description of Project #230508 as follows: Elevate Solano 
Avenue from Yountville to Dry Creek Road 

Appendix 
C 

37  Modify description of Project #21714 as follows: Widen U.S. 101 
between Monterey Highway and Route 25 and construct an interchange 
at U.S. 101/Route 25/Santa Teresa Boulevard (includes extending Route 
25 an extension to Santa Teresa Boulevard) 

Appendix 
C 

37  Modify description of Project #21719 as follows: Improve I-880/I-
280/Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange (includes eliminating 
eastbound off-ramp loop and reconfiguring the off-ramp to eastbound 
Stevens Creek Boulevard and improving I-280/Winchester Boulevard) 

Appendix 
C 

37  Modify description of Project #21749 as follows: Extend Butterfield 
Boulevard from Tennant Avenue to Watsonville Road (includes new 
roadway segment, railroad overpass bridge, drainage channel, traffic 
signal upgrade, median, landscaping, bicycle lanes and sidewalks) 

Appendix 
C 

37  Remove checkmarks from all alternatives for Project #21921 Extend 
BART from Fremont to San Jose (includes environmental, preliminary 
engineering, property acquisition and construction phase) 

Appendix 
C 

38  Modify description of #22014 as follows: Implement Downtown East 
Valley Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and Light Rail Phases 1 and 3Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) as Phase 1 in the Santa Clara-Alum Rock corridor with 
the potential to convert to light-rail in the future (Santa Clara-Alum 
Rock Phase 1) 

Appendix 
C 

38  Modify description of #22019 as follows: Convert Bus Rapid Transit 
(BRT) to light-rail transit in the Santa Clara-Alum Rock corridor 
(Downtown East Valley Santa Clara-Alum Rock Phase 2) 

Appendix 
C 

38  Modify description of #22156 as follows: Improve Route 85 
northbound to Route 237 eastbound connector ramp and construct 
auxiliary lane on eastbound Route 237 between Route 85 and 
Middlefield Road 

Appendix 
C 

38  Modify description of Project #21923 as follows: Implement Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) on in the Alameda and El Camino Real from Diridon 
Station to Palo Alto corridors 

Appendix 
C 

39  Add Project #22246: Provide pedestrian access and facilities to 
overcome existing barriers in the Blossom Hill/Monterey Highway area 
with Corridor as Silicon Valley, Investment Type as Committed, and 
checkmarks for Transportation 2035 Plan, No Project, HM/CPE, 
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Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Chapter Page 
Table/ 
Figure Correction 

HM/CPE + Pricing, and HM/CPE + Land Use 

Appendix 
C 

40  Add Project #22979: Construct local roadway improvements over-
crossing U.S. 101 (includes local circulation improvements to Zanker 
Road, Old Bayshore Highway, N. 4th Street and Skyport Drive) with 
Corridor as Silicon Valley, Investment Type as Committed, and 
checkmarks for Transportation 2035 Plan, No Project, HM/CPE, 
HM/CPE + Pricing, and HM/CPE + Land Use   

Appendix 
C 

40  Delete Project #94117 as follows: Improve bus stop accessibility 
systemwide (includes new transit centers and park-and-ride lots at De 
Anza College, Vasona Junction and downtown Los Gatos) 

Appendix 
C 

40  Modify description of #22978 as follows: Extend the Capitol 
Expressway light-rail transit (LRT) from Eastridge Transit Center to the 
Capitol Station on the Guadalupe LRT line in Nieman (Phase 2) Nieman 
Boulevard 

Appendix 
C 

41  Modify Project #230200 as follows: Improve local circulation on St. 
John Street and Extend Autumn Street from Union Pacific Railroad 
crossing to Park Avenue 

Appendix 
C 

42  Add Project #230304 as follows: Widen Dixon Landing Road from 4 to 
6 lanes between North Milpitas Boulevard and I-880 with Corridor as 
Silicon Valley, Investment Type as Committed, and checkmarks for 
Transportation 2035 Plan, No Project, HM/CPE, HM/CPE + Pricing, and 
HM/CPE + Land Use   

Appendix 
C 

43  Add Project #230469 as follows: Make local circulation improvements 
on Santa Theresa Boulevard (includes medians, landscaping, sidewalks, 
and bicycle lanes) with Corridor as Santa Clara County-wide, 
Investment Type as Committed, and checkmarks for Transportation 
2035 Plan, No Project, HM/CPE, HM/CPE + Pricing, and HM/CPE + 
Land Use   

Appendix 
C 

43  Add Project #230492 as follows: Implement local roadway 
improvements to Old Oakland Road over U.S. 101 with Corridor as 
Santa Clara County-wide, Investment Type as Committed, and 
checkmarks for Transportation 2035 Plan, No Project, HM/CPE, 
HM/CPE + Pricing, and HM/CPE + Land Use 

Appendix 
C 

43  Modify Project #230454 as follows: Construct bicycle/pedestrian 
overcrossing at Blossom Hill/Monterey Highway area over Union Pacific 
Railroad tracks 

Appendix 
C 

43  Modify Project #230531 as follows: Construct HOV and auxiliary lanes 
on U.S. 101 in Mountain View and Palo Alto, from Route 85 to 
Embarcadero Road 

Appendix 
C 

43  Remove checkmarks from all alternatives for Project #230534 Electrify 
Caltrain line from Tamien Station to Gilroy 

Appendix 
C 

44  Add Project #22808 as follows: Implement Caltrain grade separation 
program in Santa Clara County, with Corridor as Peninsula, Investment 
Type as Committed, and checkmarks for Transportation 2035 Plan, No 
Project, HM/CPE, HM/CPE + Pricing, and HM/CPE + Land Use 
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Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Chapter Page 
Table/ 
Figure Correction 

Appendix 
C 

All  Add checkmark on Projects # 22247, 22423, and 230550 to indicate 
inclusion in Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis (HM/CP), 
HM/CP+Pricing, HM/CP+Land Use alternatives 
Remove checkmark on Projects # 21112, 21139, 21505, 22194, 22425, 
22768, 22783, 22925, 98198, 230210, 230287, 230308, 230345, 230385, 
230387, 230388, 230389, 230390, and 230518 to indicate exclusion 
from Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis (HM/CP), 
HM/CP+Pricing, HM/CP+Land Use alternatives 

Biblio. 7  Modify first entry as follows: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1987. 
Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual. Technical Report Y-
87-1. U.S. Army Engineer Waterways Experiment Station, Vicksburg, 
MD MS. Page 10. 
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Figure 1.2-4: Projected 25-Year Revenue Sources (Financially Constrained Element) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In January 2008, MTC staff requested the Commission revisit the prior commitments policy 
adopted for the Transportation 2030 Plan (MTC Resolution 3609) and consider setting a more 
restrictive policy on what is considered a prior commitment. Adopting a more restrictive policy 
would open up more funds for discretionary action. After receiving the staff report on the prior 
commitment policy and hearing public comments, the Commission provisionally approved a 
new prior commitments policy for the Transportation 2035 Plan. Table 1.2-4 shows the new prior 
commitment policy in comparison to the previous one adopted for the Transportation 2030 Plan. 

Table 1.2-4: Comparison of “Prior Commitments” Policies

“Old” Transportation 2030 Plan Criteria “New” Transportation 2035 Plan Criteria 

Committed Funds 

Local transportation sales taxes are committed. Locally generated or locally subvened funds are commit-
ted. 

Transportation funds for operations and maintenance 
as programmed in the 2003 Transportation Im-
provement Program, specified by law, or defined by 
MTC policy are committed. 

Transportation funds for operations and maintenance as 
programmed in the current Transportation Improvement 
Program, reserved by law for specific uses, or allocated 
by MTC action prior to the development of the Draft 
Transportation 2035 Plan are committed. 

Committed Projects 
Projects with completed environmental document by 
May 2004 with committed construction funds or 66% 
non-discretionary funds are committed 

Projects or project elements fully funded in the current 
TIP are committed 
Resolution 3434 Regional Transit Expansion Program 
represents the Commission’s transit expansion policy and 
is therefore committed 

Regional programs with existing executed contracts 
are committed 

Ongoing regional operations programs are committed 

During June and July 2008, stakeholders and the public requested the Commission to reconsider 
the prior commitment policy provisionally approved in January 2008 for various reasons (includ-
ing revisiting commitments made prior to the growing awareness of climate change and AB 32). 
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At the July 2008 Planning Committee and Commission meetings, after hearing public comments, 
the Commission reaffirmed its approval of the new policy because: (1) 85 percent of the commit-
ted funds are dedicated to transit and road maintenance and operations, which is consistent with 
the Commission’s long-standing Fix-It-First policy; (2) nearly 90 percent of the committed ex-
pansion projects are fully funded with mostly local funds or earmarked regional, state, or federal 
funds that MTC has no discretion to redirect to other uses; (3) a majority of these projects have 
progressed well into the development process, and (4) most committed projects support several 
Transportation 2035 Plan goals. The Commission adopted the prior commitment policy for the 
Transportation 2035 Plan in July 2008, defined in Table 1.2-5 below. 

Table 1.2-5: Adopted Prior Commitment Policy MTC Resolution 3868

Committed Funds - $191 billion in total1 
Locally generated or locally subvened funds are committed 
Transportation funds for operations and maintenance as programmed in the current TIP 
Fund expenditures reserved by law for specific uses, or allocated by MTC action prior to the development of 
the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan are committed 
Committed Projects 
Projects or project elements in the current TIP are committed 
Fully funded Resolution 3434 projects are committed 
Ongoing regional operations programs are committed such as TransLink®, 511 traveler information, Region-
al Rideshare Program, Freeway Service Patrol/Call Boxes, Freeway Operations, and Transit Connectivity (up 
to $10 million) 
 
Investment Strategy 

Financially Constrained Element 

The total $226218 billion projected revenue is divided into two main funding categories: (1) 
“committed” revenues that are already committed by MTC Resolution 3868; and (2) uncommit-
ted discretionary revenue for new projects and programs. Of the $226218 billion projected reve-
nue, $194186 billion is committed. About $165155 billion is dedicated to maintaining and operat-
ing the existing regional transportation network – $113104 billion (5855 percent) is for transit 
maintenance and operations and $5251 billion (27 percent) is for road maintenance and opera-
tions. This leaves $2931 billion committed to expansion of the regional transportation network – 
$2325 billion (1213 percent) for transit expansion and $36 billion for road/other expansion. For 
purposes of this EIR analysis, committed projects are evaluated as the No Project Alternative be-
cause these projects would otherwise occur, since they do not rely on future discretionary fund-
ing. All other project alternatives (including the proposed Project) include and thus “build upon” 
these committed projects. 

                                                        

1 In July 2008, the committed funds totaled $191 billion; however, with the passage of Prop. 1A High-Speed Rail Bond, 
North Bay Measure Q for SMART, and Measure B Santa Clara County BART sales tax in November 2008, in March 2009, 
the committed funds were revised to total $186 billion.the committed funds increased by close to $3 billion, revising the 
committed funds total to $194 billion.  
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This leaves $32 billion in uncommitted discretionary revenue for new projects, also known as 
“new commitments.” New commitment projects are so named because they require a new MTC 
commitment of future federal, state, regional, and local revenues which MTC forecasts will be 
reasonably available through the 25-year horizon of the Transportation 2035 Plan. Key new 
commitment projects funded by the $32 billion in discretionary funds include: $7.0 billion to-
wards local road pavement maintenance; $6.4 billion towards transit vehicle replacement and 25 
percent of the highest-rated transit assets; $6 billion for transit and roadway expansion projects; 
$2.2 billion toward the Transportation for Livable Communities Program; $1.6 billion toward the 
Freeway Performance Initiative; $400 million towards the Regional Bicycle Network; and $400 
million toward the Lifeline Transportation Program. In addition, the plan includes the develop-
ment of a Regional HOT Network2 that is projected to generate revenue of $6.1 billion (net of 
operating, maintenance and capital expenditures) to implement other, as yet to be determined, 
corridor improvements. 

                                                        

2 The region has been incrementally constructing an HOV system over the past 30 years, which has been part of its ozone 
emission reduction strategy. The Transportation 2035 Plan proposes to convert this existing and planned Bay Area HOV 
system to a Regional HOT Network that would allow the system to be built out 20 years faster and provides a reliable travel 
option can be made available to commuters using the state highway system. 
MTC has completed an initial feasibility study (included as appendix to the Plan, and incorporated herein by reference) that 
suggests the region's HOV system can incorporate HOT lane functions and continue to offer priority for carpoolers and 
express buses, while improving overall freeway efficiency over a 30-year period if developed and financed as a regional sys-
tem rather than a corridor-by-corridor endeavor. Current state law currently only provides for a governance framework on a 
limited number of corridors rather than a truly regional network. Further discussions with state, regional and local stake-
holders are necessary to define a workable regional governance structure. 
Planning for a Regional HOT Network is in the initial stages. General financial feasibility, travel and air quality benefits, and 
policy and governance issues have been identified, but more detailed analysis is needed to address specific technical and 
policy matters. 
This EIR analyzes a proposed HOT network as a part of the proposed Project at a programmatic level. As the HOT network 
is just one component of the overall Plan, this programmatic EIR does not provide a more detailed analysis of the Regional 
HOT Network. That analysis will occur when planning for the proposed HOT network is detailed enough to allow meaning-
ful environmental review and public comment. More refined analysis would include, but not be limited to: corridor con-
struction phasing; setting appropriate toll rates; identifying lane ingress/egress locations; Caltrans facility design review; and 
more refined cost and revenue estimates. This more refined analysis will then allow a review of equity considerations, map-
ping out a governance structure, facilitating a public dialogue and developing a financing plan. 
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In looking at how the total $226218 billion projected revenue is spent, most of the projected rev-
enue is allocated to maintaining and operating the existing transportation system ($166177 bil-
lion, or 7381 percent of the total anticipated revenue available). The other key set of investments 
target strategic expansion to support anticipated population and employment growth and the 
accompanying travel demand in the Bay Area over the next 25-years ($6041 billion). Looking at 
Plan expenditures by mode, most of the projected revenue goes toward transit ($149141 billion or 
6665 percent) as compared to roadways ($77 billion or 3435 percent). Figure 1.2-5 displays the 
25-year plan expenditures by type for the financially constrained Transportation 2035 Plan. 

Figure 1.2-5: Total 25-Year Revenue Expenditures (Financially Constrained Element) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Unconstrained Element 

Although SAFETEA-LU maintains financial constraint, it allows the financial element to include, 
for illustrative purposes, additional projects that would be included in the adopted plan if reason-
able additional resources beyond those identified in the financially constrained element were 
available. Illustrative projects do not have the same status as financially constrained projects. 
They are not included in the air quality conformity analysis of the Plan, nor can they be pro-
grammed directly into the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). However, if additional 
funding sources were secured, the financially unconstrained element of the proposed Transporta-
tion 2035 Plan would be integral in delivering not just new projects but improved system perfor-
mance for Bay Area travelers by targeting new funds to prioritized projects. 

The illustrative projects identified for the financially unconstrained element of the proposed 
Transportation 2035 Plan include: Dumbarton Rail, Caltrain Express Phase 2b, and Transbay 
Transit Center Phase 2. These projects are not fully funded and therefore not included in the fi-
nancially constrained Transportation 2035 Plan. However, should funding become available and 
these projects become fully funded, then they may be shifted into the financially constrained ele-
ment of the plan. 
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Modify Draft EIR page 2.3-29, Table 2.3-11, as follows: 

 

 

Table 2.3-11: Farmland Acres Potentially Affected by Proposed Plan, by County and Type

 

Farmland of 
Local 

Importance 

Farmland of 
Statewide

Importance
Grazing 

Land
Prime

Farmland
Unique 

Farmland Total

Alameda  0 346 15 3 364

Contra Costa 40 21 81 18 0 160

Marin 69 12  81

Napa 1228 27  3955

San Mateo 1 10 7 11 29

Santa Clara 4 10 103 628 5 18490

Solano  3 199 155 2 360

Sonoma 6895 9 214 27 3 12857

Total 194237 44 8002 28490 24 1,34697

Source: Metropolitan Transportation Commission; Dyett & Bhatia, 2008 
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Modify Draft EIR pages 2.3-32 and 2.3-33 text and tables as follows: 

There are 14951 projects in the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan in nine counties with the 
potential to impact 2,15466 acres of existing land uses, assuming the worst-case disturbance.1 
Of that total, 43 percent is employment related land use (e.g. commercial and industrial), 
another 33 percent is residential, and the remaining 25 percent is urban open space, as 
documented in Table 2.3-13. Of those 14951 projects, most (5960) are widening projects, 31 
are related to intersection or interchanges, 15 are new roads, and the remaining are 
extensions or other types of physical improvement projects, like combination projects, that 
do not fit into any category, as illustrated in Table 2.3-14. These projects could cause 
temporary disruptions of homes, businesses, and urban open space. 

Table 2.3-13: Generalized Urban Land Uses Potentially Disrupted by Proposed Plan 

Land Use Acres Percent

Employment Areas 9203 43%

Residential 7017 33%

Urban Open Space 5336 25%

Total 2,15466 100%

Source: Metropolitan Transportation Commission; Dyett & Bhatia, 2008 

 

Table 2.3-14: Types of Projects Potentially Disrupting Existing Land Use
 Type of Project in Plan 

County Extension Intersection New Widening Other Total

Alameda 1 9 3 9 6 28

Contra Costa 3 7 4 13 5 32

Marin 2 1  2 5

Napa 1 1  2

San Francisco 1 6 7

San Mateo 2 4 2 8 2 18

Santa Clara 6 6 4 1718 45 3739

Solano 1 1 6 2 10

Sonoma 1 2 3  6

Regional/Multiple Countiesa 1 3 4

Total 14 31 15 5960 301 14951
a This category includes projects such as BART, and other transit projects of a regional scale. 

Source: Metropolitan Transportation Commission; Dyett & Bhatia, 2008 

                                                        
1 The acreage calculation is based on a 100 foot buffer on either side of the centerline of a linear project and a 100 foot 
radius around the center of a point project, such as an intersection improvement resulting in a new configuration. 
Existing roadway is categorized as “roadway” and thus not counted in impact totals. 
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The counties containing existing land uses potentially affected by Transportation 2035 Plan 
projects are shown in Table 2.3-15. Solano County has the most amount of impacted land 
use, totaling 409 acres. The potential disruption occurs mostly in its employment areas, but 
there is also a substantial amount of disruption in residential and open space areas. Santa 
Clara County has the second largest urban land use impact, totaling 37284 acres; this is 
followed by Alameda County with 357 acres. Napa County has the least amount of impacted 
land use at 23 acres. Overall, implementation of the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan has 
the potential to affect more employment land than residential areas or urban open space. 

Table 2.3-15: Existing Land Use Acres by County Potentially Affected by Proposed Plan

  Land Use 

County 
Employment 

Areas Residential Urban Open Space Total

Alameda 75 128 155 357

Contra Costa 138 82 64 285

Marin 36 4 4 43

Napa 9 1 13 23

San Francisco 79 30 57 166

San Mateo 75 47 19 141

Santa Clara 199202 12935 447 37284

Solano 178 101 130 409

Sonoma 131 181 47 359

Total 9203 7017 5336 2,15466

Source: Metropolitan Transportation Commission; Dyett & Bhatia, 2008 

 

Transportation 2035 Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

2-28



1 116

128

128

128

116

1 4

4

84

84

84

92
238

92

35

17

152

1

82

237

87

130

35

9
85

4

13

116

113

12

12

12

12

37

24

37

121

121

29

29

29

80

80

680

580

280

280

680

205

580580

780

80
505

101

101

101

101

101

238

580980 880

880

380

San
Mateo

Marin

Sonoma

Napa

SolanoSolano

Contra
Costa

Alameda

Santa Clara

San
Francisco

Palo
Alto
Palo
Alto

Los
Gatos

Fremont

San
Rafael

Novato Rio
Vista

Livermore

Brentwood

Danville

Walnut
Creek

Concord

PleasantonPleasanton

Morgan Hill

San
Jose

Half
Moon
Bay

San
Mateo

Hayward

Oakland

Richmond

Vallejo

FairfieldFairfield

VacavilleVacaville

Napa

St. Helena

Healdsburg

Petaluma

Santa
Rosa

San Francisco
International Airport

Norman Y. 
Mineta
San Jose
Int’l. Airport

Oakland
International
Airport

Map produced by MTC in collaboration with the San Francisco 
Bay Conservation and Development Commission. Inundation data 
provided by Dr. Noah Knowles, U.S. Geological Survey, with funding 
from the California Energy Commission’s Public Interest Energy 
Research (PIER) Program through the California Climate Change 
Center at Scripps Institution of Oceanography, and from the 
CALFED Science Program CASCaDE Project. Additional salt pond  
data provided by Seigel and Bachand, 2002. Street base map 
© Thomas Bros. Maps. All rights reserved. MTC Graphics 12/2008

N

Miles
3020100

Kilometers
3020100

Freeway

Area Vulnerable to 16-inch Sea Level Rise

Highway

Local Road

Shoreline Areas
Vulnerable to Sea Level 
Rise at Mid-Century
(2040 – 2060)  
Due to Climate Change

Railroad

According to a report being  
prepared by the Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission (“Living with 
a Rising Bay: Climate Change Impacts 
on San Francisco Bay and Adaptation 
Strategies,” available in 2009), the sea 
level in the Bay could rise a foot or more, 
inundating some communities and cover-
ing both the San Francisco and Oakland 
airports, state highways, and other key 
road and transit infrastructure.

Transportation 2035 Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

2-29



T
ab

le
 3

.1
-1

: R
o

ad
w

ay
 L

an
e 

M
ile

s 
an

d 
T

ra
ns

it
 S

ea
t 

M
ile

s 
(2

00
6 

to
 2

03
5)

 
20

06
 

20
35

 
Pr

oj
ec

t
20

35
 N

o 
Pr

oj
ec

t

D
iff

er
en

ce
 

fr
om

 
Pr

op
os

ed
 

Pr
oj

ec
t

H
ea

vy
 

M
ai

nt
en

an
ce

/
Cl

im
at

e 
Pr

ot
ec

tio
n

D
iff

er
en

ce
 

fr
om

 
Pr

op
os

ed
 

Pr
oj

ec
t 

H
ea

vy
 

M
ai

nt
en

an
ce

/
Cl

im
at

e 
Pr

ot
ec

tio
n 

+
 

Pr
ici

ng

D
iff

er
en

ce
 

fr
om

 
Pr

op
os

ed
 

Pr
oj

ec
t

H
ea

vy
 

M
ai

nt
en

an
ce

/
Cl

im
at

e 
Pr

ot
ec

tio
n 

+
 

La
nd

 U
se

D
iff

er
en

ce
 

fr
om

 
Pr

op
os

ed
 

Pr
oj

ec
t

Fr
ee

w
ay

s 
 

 

   
M

ix
ed

 F
lo

w
 

4,
37

0 
4,

53
0

4,
48

0
-1

%
4,

48
0

-1
%

 
4,

48
0

-1
%

4,
48

0
-1

%

   
H

O
V

/H
O

T
 

38
0 

79
0

52
0

-3
5%

52
0

-3
5%

 
52

0
-3

5%
52

0
-3

5%

Ex
pr

es
sw

ay
s 

 
 

  
 

 

   
M

ix
ed

 F
lo

w
 

91
0 

1,
07

0
1,

01
0

-5
%

1,
01

0
-5

%
 

1,
01

0
-5

%
1,

01
0

-5
%

   
H

O
V

 
50

 
50

40
-8

%
40

-8
%

 
40

-8
%

40
-8

%

A
rt

er
ia

l /
 O

th
er

 
14

,6
10

 
15

,0
00

14
,9

00
-1

%
14

,9
00

-1
%

 
14

,9
00

-1
%

14
,9

00
-1

%

Ro
ad

w
ay

 L
an

e 
M

ile
s 

To
ta

l 
20

,3
10

 
21

,4
30

20
,9

50
-2

%
20

,9
50

-2
%

 
20

,9
50

-2
%

20
,9

50
-2

%

Bu
s 

T
ra

ns
it 

1,
26

2,
00

0 
1,

32
5,

28
0 

1,
32

5,
00

0
1,

29
5,

05
0 

1,
29

5,
00

0
-2

%
1,

29
5,

00
0

-2
%

 
1,

29
5,

00
0

-2
%

1,
29

5,
00

0
-2

%

Li
gh

t 
R

ai
l T

ra
ns

it 
20

3,
00

0 
22

5,
31

0 2
25

,0
00

22
0,

19
02

20
,0

00
-2

%
22

0,
00

0
-2

%
 

22
0,

00
0

-2
%

22
0,

00
0

-2
%

R
ap

id
 R

ai
l T

ra
ns

it 
1,

04
8,

00
0 

1,
42

0,
25

0 
1,

42
0,

00
0

1,
24

1,
12

0 
1,

24
1,

00
0

-1
3%

1,
24

1,
00

0
-1

3%
 

1,
24

1,
00

0
-1

3%
1,

24
1,

00
0

-1
3%

C
om

m
ut

er
 R

ai
l T

ra
ns

it 
79

3,
00

0 
83

5,
04

08
35

,0
00

65
3,

45
06

53
,0

00
-2

2%
65

3,
00

0
-2

2%
 

65
3,

00
0

-2
2%

65
3,

00
0

-2
2%

Fe
rr

y 
T

ra
ns

it 
11

7,
00

0 
21

7,
62

02
18

,0
00

21
0,

87
02

11
,0

00
-3

%
21

1,
00

0
-3

%
 

21
1,

00
0

-3
%

21
1,

00
0

-3
%

T
ra

ns
it 

Se
at

 M
ile

s 
T

ot
al

 
3,

42
3,

00
0 

4,
02

3,
50

0
4,

02
4,

00
0

3,
62

0,
68

0 
3,

62
1,

00
0

-1
0%

3,
62

1,
00

0
-1

0%
 

3,
62

1,
00

0
-1

0%
3,

62
1,

00
0

-1
0%

1 A
M

 p
ea

k 
pe

ri
od

 p
as

se
ng

er
 s

ea
t 

m
ile

s 
pe

r 
ho

ur
 

So
ur

ce
: M

et
ro

po
lit

an
 T

ra
ns

po
rt

at
io

n 
Co

m
m

iss
io

n,
 2

00
8 

 

Tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
20

35
 P

la
n 

Fi
na

l E
nv

iro
nm

en
ta

l I
m

pa
ct

 R
ep

or
t

2-
30



A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

(s
or

te
d 

by
 C

ou
nt

y,
 th

en
 b

y 
R

ef
er

en
ce

 N
um

be
r)

In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Ba
y
A
re
a
Re

gi
on

/M
ul
ti
Co

un
ty

21
00
2

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tF

re
ew

ay
Se
rv
ic
e
Pa
tr
ol
,C
al
lB
ox
,a
nd

In
ci
de
nt

M
an
ag
em

en
t

Pr
og
ra
m
s
(in

cl
ud

es
in
ci
de
nt

de
te
ct
io
n
eq
ui
pm

en
ta

nd
in
ci
de
nt

m
an
ag
em

en
t

sy
st
em

s)

Re
gi
on

21
00
5

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Fu
nd

an
d
im
pl
em

en
tT

ra
ns
Li
nk
®

Re
gi
on

21
00
6

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Fu
nd

an
d
im
pl
em

en
tR

eg
io
na
lT
ra
ns
po

rt
at
io
n
M
ar
ke
tin

g
pr
og
ra
m

Re
gi
on

21
00
8

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Fu
nd

an
d
im
pl
em

en
t5

11
Tr
av
el
er

In
fo
rm

at
io
n

Re
gi
on

21
01
1

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
fo
rL
iv
ab
le
Co

m
m
un

iti
es

(T
LC
):
pr
ov
id
e
pl
an
ni
ng

an
d
ca
pi
ta
l

fu
nd

s
to

im
pr
ov
e
pe

de
st
ria

n,
bi
cy
cl
e
an
d
tr
an
si
ta

cc
es
s;
an
d
su
pp

or
ts
ta
tio

n
de
ve
lo
pm

en
ta

re
as

an
d
FO

CU
S
Pr
io
rit
y
D
ev
el
op

m
en

tA
re
as

(P
D
As
)

Re
gi
on

21
01
2

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e
Br
id
ge

se
is
m
ic
re
tr
of
it
(c
om

pl
et
es

Ph
as
e
3)

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

21
01
3

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Re
ha
bi
lit
at
e
st
at
e
ow

ne
d
to
ll
br
id
ge
s
in
th
e
Ba

y
A
re
a

Re
gi
on

21
01
5

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Fu
nd

To
ll
Br
id
ge

Se
is
m
ic
Re

tr
of
it
Pr
og
ra
m

Re
gi
on

21
01
7

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Sm
al
lt
ra
ns
it
op

er
at
or
s
in
Al
am

ed
a,
Co

nt
ra

Co
st
a,
M
ar
in
,N

ap
a,
So
la
no

an
d

So
no

m
a
co
un

tie
s
–
tr
an
si
to

pe
ra
tin

g
an
d
ca
pi
ta
li
m
pr
ov
em

en
tp

ro
gr
am

(in
cl
ud

in
g
re
pl
ac
em

en
t,
re
ha
bi
lit
at
io
n
an
d
m
in
or

en
ha
nc
em

en
ts
fo
rr
ol
lin
g

st
oc
k,
eq

ui
pm

en
t,
fix
ed

fa
ci
lit
ie
s
an
d
ot
he
r
ca
pi
ta
la
ss
et
s;
do

es
no

ti
nc
lu
de

sy
st
em

ex
pa
ns
io
n)

Re
gi
on

21
15
4

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Pr
oc
ur
e
bu

se
s
fo
rA

C
Tr
an
si
tt
ra
ns
ba
y,
ex
pr
es
s
an
d
lo
ca
ls
er
vi
ce
s

Re
gi
on

21
32
0

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
tG

ol
de
n
G
at
e
Br
id
ge

m
ov
ea
bl
e
m
ed
ia
n
ba
rr
ie
r

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
1

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
31



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Ba
y
A
re
a
Re

gi
on

/M
ul
ti
Co

un
ty

21
34
2

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ex
te
nd

Ca
ltr
ai
n
to

Tr
an
sb
ay

Te
rm

in
al
an
d
re
pl
ac
e
Tr
an
sb
ay

Te
rm

in
al
,i
nc
lu
di
ng

th
e
co
ns
tr
uc
tio

n
of

th
e
ne
w
Tr
an
sb
ay

Tr
an
si
tC

en
te
r
Bu

ild
in
g
an
d
ra
il

fo
un

da
tio

n
(P
ha
se

1)

Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o

21
61
8

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tc
om

m
ut
er

ra
il
se
rv
ic
e
on

th
e
D
um

ba
rt
on

Br
id
ge

(e
nv
iro

nm
en

ta
l,

de
si
gn

an
d
rig

ht
of

w
ay

ph
as
es
)

Tr
an
sb
ay

Sa
n
M
at
eo

21
61
9

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ex
pa
nd

Ca
ltr
ai
n
Ex
pr
es
s
se
rv
ic
e:
de
si
gn

an
d
im

pl
em

en
ts
af
et
y
el
em

en
ts
re
la
te
d

to
si
gn
al
co
m
m
un

ic
at
io
n
an
d
po

si
tiv
e
tr
ai
n
co
nt
ro
l(
Ph

as
e
2a
)

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

21
62
7

Co
m
m
itt
ed

El
ec
tr
ify

Ca
ltr
ai
n
fr
om

Ta
m
ie
n
to

Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o
(in

cl
ud

es
in
st
al
la
tio

n
of

po
w
er

su
bs
ta
tio

ns
an
d
ot
he
r
in
fr
as
tr
uc
tu
re
)

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

22
00
1

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tS

on
om

a
M
ar
in
A
re
a
Ra
il
Tr
an
si
tD

is
tr
ic
t(
SM

AR
T)
co
m
m
ut
er

ra
il

pr
oj
ec
t(
in
cl
ud

es
en

vi
ro
nm

en
ta
l,
en
gi
ne

er
in
g,
rig

ht
of

w
ay
,c
on

st
ru
ct
io
n,

ve
hi
cl
e
pr
oc
ur
em

en
ta

nd
op

er
at
io
ns
)

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

22
00
3

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ca
pi
to
lC
or
rid

or
:P
ha
se

2
en
ha
nc
em

en
ts
(in

cl
ud

es
gr
ad
e
se
pa
ra
tio

ns
at

H
ig
h

St
re
et
,D

av
is
St
re
et

an
d
H
es
pe
ri
an

St
re
et
)

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

22
00
6

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
fe
rr
y
fa
ci
lit
ie
s/
eq

ui
pm

en
ti
nc
lu
di
ng

th
e
D
ow

nt
ow

n
Fe
rr
y
Te
rm

in
al
an
d

pr
oc
ur
in
g
ad
di
tio

na
ls
pa
re

fe
rr
y
ve
ss
el
s

Re
gi
on

22
00
8

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ex
te
nd

Ca
ltr
ai
n
to

Tr
an
sb
ay

Te
rm

in
al
an
d
re
pl
ac
e
Tr
an
sb
ay

Te
rm

in
al
,i
nc
lu
di
ng

pr
el
im

in
ar
y
en

gi
ne

er
in
g;
en

vi
ro
nm

en
ta
l;
pl
an
ni
ng
,s
pe

ci
fic
at
io
ns
,a
nd

es
tim

at
e

(P
S&

E)
;a
nd

rig
ht

of
w
ay

ph
as
es

of
do

w
nt
ow

n
ex
te
ns
io
n
(P
ha
se

2a
)

Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o

22
00
9

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tC

ap
ito

lC
or
rid

or
in
te
rc
ity

ra
il
se
rv
ic
e
(in

cl
ud

es
in
cr
ea
se
d
tr
ac
k

ca
pa
ci
ty
,r
ol
lin
g
st
oc
k
an
d
fr
eq
ue
nc
y
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
)

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

22
24
0

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Fu
nd

Re
gi
on

al
M
ea
su
re

2
Ex
pr
es
s
Bu

s
So
ut
h
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
(in

cl
ud

es
pa
rk

an
d

rid
e
lo
ts
,H

O
V
ac
ce
ss
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
an
d
ro
lli
ng

st
oc
k)

Re
gi
on

22
24
1

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Fu
nd

Re
gi
on

al
M
ea
su
re

2
st
ud

ie
s
(W

at
er

Em
er
ge
nc
y
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
A
ut
ho

rit
y

en
vi
ro
nm

en
ta
ls
tu
di
es
,I

68
0/
Pl
ea
sa
nt

H
ill
BA

RT
Co

nn
ec
to
r
St
ud

y)
Re

gi
on

22
24
3

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Fu
nd

Re
gi
on

al
M
ea
su
re

2
Ex
pr
es
s
Bu

s
N
or
th

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts
(in

cl
ud

es
pa
rk

an
d

rid
e
lo
ts
an
d
ro
lli
ng

st
oc
k)

Re
gi
on

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
2

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
32



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Ba
y
A
re
a
Re

gi
on

/M
ul
ti
Co

un
ty

22
24
4

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Fu
nd

Ci
ty
Ca

rS
ha
re

Re
gi
on

22
24
5

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Fu
nd

Sa
fe

Ro
ut
es

to
Tr
an
si
t

Re
gi
on

22
24
7

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
gi
on

al
Bi
cy
cl
e
Pr
og
ra
m
:p

ro
vi
de

ca
pi
ta
lf
un

ds
to

fu
lly

bu
ild

ou
tt
he

Re
gi
on

al
Bi
ke
w
ay

N
et
w
or
k
as

de
fin

ed
in
M
TC

's
Re

gi
on

al
Bi
cy
cl
e
Pl
an

fo
rt
he

Sa
n

Fr
an
ci
sc
o
Ba

y
A
re
a,
20
09

U
pd

at
e

Re
gi
on

22
42
3

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Li
fe
lin
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
Pr
og
ra
m
:f
un

d
pr
og
ra
m
s
an
d
se
rv
ic
es

th
at

ad
dr
es
s

tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
ga
ps

sp
ec
ifi
c
to

lo
w

in
co
m
e
co
m
m
un

iti
es

Re
gi
on

22
42
5

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Pl
an
ni
ng

fu
nd

s
fo
rt
he

M
et
ro
po

lit
an

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
Co

m
m
is
si
on

,A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
of

Ba
y
A
re
a
G
ov
er
nm

en
ts
,B

ay
Co

ns
er
va
tio

n
an
d
D
ev
el
op

m
en
tC

om
m
is
si
on

,a
nd

ni
ne

co
un

ty
co
ng
es
tio

n
m
an
ag
em

en
ta

ge
nc
ie
s

Re
gi
on

22
48
1

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ca
ltr
ai
n
–
tr
an
si
to

pe
ra
tin

g
an
d
ca
pi
ta
li
m
pr
ov
em

en
tp

ro
gr
am

(in
cl
ud

in
g

re
pl
ac
em

en
t,
re
ha
bi
lit
at
io
n
an
d
sy
st
em

en
ha
nc
em

en
ts
fo
rr
ol
lin
g
st
oc
k,

eq
ui
pm

en
t,
fix
ed

fa
ci
lit
ie
s
an
d
ot
he

rc
ap
ita

la
ss
et
s)
;s
ta
tio

n
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts

(e
.g
.,
pl
at
fo
rm

s)
ar
e
in
cl
ud

ed

Re
gi
on

22
52
0

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tB

A
RT

ea
rt
hq

ua
ke

sa
fe
ty
pr
og
ra
m

Re
gi
on

22
63
6

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tB

A
RT

tr
an
sb
ay

tu
be

ea
rt
hq

ua
ke

sa
fe
ty
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
(P
ha
se

1)
Re

gi
on

22
67
6

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
pa
ss
en
ge
rc
ap
ac
ity

at
43

BA
RT

st
at
io
ns
,i
nc
lu
di
ng

pl
at
fo
rm

m
od

ifi
ca
tio

ns
an
d
fa
re
ga
te
,s
ta
ir,

el
ev
at
or

an
d
es
ca
la
to
ra

dd
iti
on

s
Re

gi
on

22
76
5

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
th
e
co
nn

ec
tio

n
be

tw
ee
n
I5

80
an
d
I6

80
vi
a
H
O
V
di
re
ct
co
nn

ec
to
rs

Tr
iV

al
le
y

22
99
1

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

I6
80

so
ut
hb

ou
nd

in
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a
an
d
Al
am

ed
a
co
un

tie
s
fr
om

Ro
ut
e
23
7

to
Ro

ut
e
84

in
cl
ud

in
g
an

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne
,r
am

p
m
et
er
in
g,
au
xi
lia
ry

la
ne

s
an
d

pa
ve
m
en
tr
eh

ab
ili
ta
tio

ns

Fr
em

on
t

So
ut
h
Ba

y

94
08
9

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
co
ns
tr
uc
t
so
ut
h
ac
ce
ss
to

th
e
G
ol
de

n
G
at
e
Br
id
ge
,f
ro
m

D
oy
le
D
ri
ve

to
Br
od

er
ic
k
St
re
et

(d
es
ig
n
an
d
co
ns
tr
uc
tio

n
ph

as
es
)

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
3

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
33



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Ba
y
A
re
a
Re

gi
on

/M
ul
ti
Co

un
ty

94
15
2

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

Ro
ut
e
12

(J
am

ie
so
n
Ca
ny
on

)f
ro
m

2
la
ne

s
to

4
la
ne
s
fr
om

I8
0
in
So
la
no

Co
un

ty
to

Ro
ut
e
29

in
N
ap
a
Co

un
ty
(P
ha
se

1)
N
or
th

Ba
y

Ea
st

W
es
t

94
52
5

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

BA
RT

–
tr
an
si
to

pe
ra
tin

g
an
d
ca
pi
ta
li
m
pr
ov
em

en
tp

ro
gr
am

(in
cl
ud

in
g

re
pl
ac
em

en
t,
re
ha
bi
lit
at
io
n
an
d
m
in
or

en
ha
nc
em

en
ts
,e
qu

ip
m
en

t,
fix
ed

fa
ci
lit
ie
s
an
d
ot
he
r
ca
pi
ta
la
ss
et
s)

Re
gi
on

94
52
6

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

A
C
Tr
an
si
t–

tr
an
si
to

pe
ra
tin

g
an
d
ca
pi
ta
li
m
pr
ov
em

en
tp

ro
gr
am

(in
cl
ud

in
g

re
pl
ac
em

en
t,
re
ha
bi
lit
at
io
n
an
d
m
in
or

en
ha
nc
em

en
ts
fo
rr
ol
lin
g
st
oc
k,

eq
ui
pm

en
t,
fix
ed

fa
ci
lit
ie
s
an
d
ot
he

rc
ap
ita

la
ss
et
s;
do

es
no

t
in
cl
ud

e
sy
st
em

ex
pa
ns
io
n)

Re
gi
on

94
52
7

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Li
ve
rm

or
e
A
m
ad
or

Va
lle
y
Tr
an
si
tA

ut
ho

rit
y
(L
AV

TA
)–

tr
an
si
to

pe
ra
tin

g
an
d

ca
pi
ta
li
m
pr
ov
em

en
tp

ro
gr
am

(in
cl
ud

in
g
re
pl
ac
em

en
t,
re
ha
bi
lit
at
io
n
an
d
m
in
or

en
ha
nc
em

en
ts
fo
rr
ol
lin
g
st
oc
k,
eq

ui
pm

en
t,
fix
ed

fa
ci
lit
ie
s
an
d
ot
he
r
ca
pi
ta
l

as
se
ts
;d
oe

s
no

ti
nc
lu
de

sy
st
em

ex
pa
ns
io
n)

Re
gi
on

94
54
1

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Re
co
ns
tr
uc
te

xi
st
in
g
Be

ni
ci
a
M
ar
tin

ez
Br
id
ge

fo
rs
ou

th
bo

un
d
tr
af
fic

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

94
55
8

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ce
nt
ra
lC
on

tr
a
Co

st
a
Tr
an
si
tA

ut
ho

rit
y
(C
CC

TA
)–

tr
an
si
to

pe
ra
tin

g
an
d
ca
pi
ta
l

im
pr
ov
em

en
tp

ro
gr
am

(in
cl
ud

in
g
re
pl
ac
em

en
t,
re
ha
bi
lit
at
io
n
an
d
m
in
or

en
ha
nc
em

en
ts
fo
r
ro
lli
ng

st
oc
k,
eq

ui
pm

en
t,
fix
ed

fa
ci
lit
ie
s
an
d
ot
he
r
ca
pi
ta
l

as
se
ts
;d
oe

s
no

ti
nc
lu
de

sy
st
em

ex
pa
ns
io
n)

Re
gi
on

94
57
2

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e
Tr
an
si
t–

tr
an
si
to

pe
ra
tin

g
an
d
ca
pi
ta
li
m
pr
ov
em

en
tp

ro
gr
am

(in
cl
ud

in
g
re
pl
ac
em

en
t,
re
ha
bi
lit
at
io
n
an
d
m
in
or

en
ha
nc
em

en
ts
fo
rr
ol
lin
g

st
oc
k,
eq

ui
pm

en
t,
fix
ed

fa
ci
lit
ie
s
an
d
ot
he
r
ca
pi
ta
la
ss
et
s;
do

es
no

ti
nc
lu
de

sy
st
em

ex
pa
ns
io
n)

Re
gi
on

94
61
0

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

V
al
le
y
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
A
ut
ho

rit
y
(V
TA

)–
tr
an
si
to

pe
ra
tin

g
an
d
ca
pi
ta
l

im
pr
ov
em

en
tp

ro
gr
am

(in
cl
ud

in
g
re
pl
ac
em

en
t,
re
ha
bi
lit
at
io
n
an
d
m
in
or

en
ha
nc
em

en
ts
fo
r
ro
lli
ng

st
oc
k,
eq

ui
pm

en
t,
fix
ed

fa
ci
lit
ie
s
an
d
ot
he
r
ca
pi
ta
l

as
se
ts
;d
oe

s
no

ti
nc
lu
de

sy
st
em

ex
pa
ns
io
n)

Re
gi
on

94
63
6

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o
M
un

ic
ip
al
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
A
ge
nc
y
(M

un
i)
–
tr
an
si
to

pe
ra
tin

g
an
d

ca
pi
ta
li
m
pr
ov
em

en
tp

ro
gr
am

(in
cl
ud

in
g
re
pl
ac
em

en
t,
re
ha
bi
lit
at
io
n
an
d
ot
he
r

m
in
or

en
ha
nc
em

en
ts
fo
rr
ol
lin
g
st
oc
k,
eq

ui
pm

en
t,
fix
ed

fa
ci
lit
ie
s
an
d
ot
he
r

ca
pi
ta
la
ss
et
s,
do

es
no

ti
nc
lu
de

sy
st
em

ex
pa
ns
io
n)

Re
gi
on

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
4

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
34



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Ba
y
A
re
a
Re

gi
on

/M
ul
ti
Co

un
ty

94
66
6

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Sa
m
Tr
an
s
–
tr
an
si
to

pe
ra
tin

g
an
d
ca
pi
ta
li
m
pr
ov
em

en
tp

ro
gr
am

(in
cl
ud

in
g

re
pl
ac
em

en
t,
re
ha
bi
lit
at
io
n
an
d
m
in
or

en
ha
nc
em

en
ts
fo
rr
ol
lin
g
st
oc
k,

eq
ui
pm

en
t,
fix
ed

fa
ci
lit
ie
s
an
d
ot
he

rc
ap
ita

la
ss
et
s;
do

es
no

t
in
cl
ud

e
sy
st
em

ex
pa
ns
io
n)

Re
gi
on

94
68
3

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Va
lle
jo
Tr
an
si
t–

tr
an
si
to

pe
ra
tin

g
an
d
ca
pi
ta
li
m
pr
ov
em

en
tp

ro
gr
am

(in
cl
ud

in
g

re
pl
ac
em

en
t,
re
ha
bi
lit
at
io
n
an
d
m
in
or

en
ha
nc
em

en
ts
fo
rr
ol
lin
g
st
oc
k,

eq
ui
pm

en
t,
fix
ed

fa
ci
lit
ie
s
an
d
ot
he

rc
ap
ita

la
ss
et
s;
do

es
no

t
in
cl
ud

e
sy
st
em

ex
pa
ns
io
n)

Re
gi
on

98
10
2

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Re
co
ns
tr
uc
tt
he

So
ut
h
Ac
ce
ss
to

th
e
G
ol
de

n
G
at
e
Br
id
ge
:D

oy
le
D
ri
ve

(e
nv
ir
on

m
en
ta
ls
tu
dy
)

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

23
02
21

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tI

80
In
te
gr
at
ed

Co
rr
id
or

M
ob

ili
ty
(IC

M
)p

ro
je
ct
op

er
at
io
ns

an
d

m
an
ag
em

en
t

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

23
02
22

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tS

an
Pa
bl
o
A
ve
nu

e
SM

AR
T
Co

rr
id
or
s
op

er
at
io
ns

an
d
m
an
ag
em

en
t

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

23
02
57

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
nv
er
tH

O
V
di
re
ct
co
nn

ec
to
rs
be
tw

ee
n
I8

80
an
d
Ro

ut
e
23
7
to

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

di
re
ct
co
nn

ec
to
rs

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

23
02
87

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pl
em

en
tt
he

Ba
y
A
re
a
A
ir
Q
ua
lit
y
M
an
ag
em

en
tD

is
tr
ic
t's

G
oo

ds
M
ov
em

en
t

Em
is
si
on

Re
du

ct
io
n
Pr
oj
ec
t(
in
cl
ud

es
re
pl
ac
em

en
to

r
re
tr
of
itt
in
g
of

up
to

80
0

po
rt
an
d
ge
ne
ra
lg
oo

ds
m
ov
em

en
tt
ru
ck
s
in
th
e
re
gi
on

)

Re
gi
on

23
02
90

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ex
te
nd

Ca
ltr
ai
n
to

Tr
an
sb
ay

Te
rm

in
al
an
d
re
pl
ac
e
Tr
an
sb
ay

Te
rm

in
al
,i
nc
lu
di
ng

co
ns
tr
uc
tio

n
ph

as
e
(P
ha
se

2b
)

Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o

23
03
36

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tr
ec
om

m
en
da
tio

ns
fr
om

M
TC

's
Tr
an
si
tC

on
ne
ct
iv
ity

Pl
an

Re
gi
on

23
04
19

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Fr
ee
w
ay

Pe
rf
or
m
an
ce

In
iti
at
iv
e
(F
PI
):
m
ax
im

iz
e
fr
ee
w
ay

pe
rf
or
m
an
ce

an
d

re
lia
bi
lit
y
us
in
g
pr
im

ar
ily

te
ch
no

lo
gy

an
d
lim

ite
d
ex
pa
ns
io
ns

at
es
se
nt
ia
l

lo
ca
tio

ns
;i
nc
lu
de

s
Tr
af
fic

O
pe
ra
tio

ns
Sy
st
em

(T
O
S)
in
fr
as
tr
uc
tu
re
,T
O
S

m
ai
nt
en
an
ce

an
d
re
pl
ac
em

en
t,
ar
te
ri
al
co
or
di
na
tio

n
an
d
m
an
ag
em

en
t,
an
d

pe
rf
or
m
an
ce

m
on

ito
rin

g

Re
gi
on

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
5

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
35



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Ba
y
A
re
a
Re

gi
on

/M
ul
ti
Co

un
ty

23
05
50

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
Cl
im

at
e
A
ct
io
n
Ca
m
pa
ig
n:

im
pl
em

en
ta

fiv
e
ye
ar

ca
m
pa
ig
n
to

re
du

ce
gr
ee
nh

ou
se

ga
s
em

is
si
on

s;
in
cl
ud

es
fu
nd

in
g
fo
ra

co
m
pr
eh

en
si
ve

ou
tr
ea
ch

an
d
ed
uc
at
io
n
ca
m
pa
ig
n,
Sa
fe

Ro
ut
es

to
Sc
ho

ol
,S
af
e
Ro

ut
es

to
Tr
an
si
t,
an
d
Tr
an
si
tP

ri
or
ity

M
ea
su
re
s

Re
gi
on

23
06
49

Co
m
m
itt
ed

H
ig
h
Sp
ee
d
Ra
il:
fu
nd

su
pp

or
tin

g
in
fr
as
tr
uc
tu
re

fo
rA

CE
,B

AR
T,
Ca
ltr
ai
n,
M
U
N
I

an
d
VT

A
Re

gi
on

23
06
54

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ro
ut
e
4
in
Co

nt
ra

Co
st
a
Co

un
ty
fr
om

Ro
ut
e
16
0
to

Po
rt
Ch

ic
ag
o
H
ig
hw

ay
–

co
nv
er
tH

O
V
la
ne
s
to

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

s
D
el
ta

23
06
56

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

I8
0
in
Al
am

ed
a
Co

un
ty
fr
om

Al
am

ed
a
Co

nt
ra

Co
st
a
Co

un
ty
lin
e
to

Ba
y
Br
id
ge

–
co
nv
er
tH

O
V
la
ne
s
to

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne
s

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

23
06
57

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

I8
0
in
Co

nt
ra

Co
st
a
Co

un
ty
fr
om

Ca
rq
ui
ne
z
Br
id
ge

to
A
la
m
ed
a
Co

nt
ra

Co
st
a

Co
un

ty
lin
e
–
co
nv
er
tH

O
V
la
ne
s
to

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

s
Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

23
06
58

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

I8
0
in
So
la
no

Co
un

ty
fr
om

Ro
ut
e
37

to
Ca
rq
ui
ne

z
Br
id
ge

–
w
id
en

to
ad
d
an

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

in
ea
ch

di
re
ct
io
n

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

23
06
59

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

I8
0
in
So
la
no

Co
un

ty
fr
om

Yo
lo
Co

un
ty

lin
e
to

Ro
ut
e
37

–
w
id
en

to
ad
d
an

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

in
ea
ch

di
re
ct
io
n
fr
om

Yo
lo
Co

un
ty
lin
e
to

Ai
r
Ba

se
Pa
rk
w
ay

an
d

fr
om

Re
d
To

p
Ro

ad
to

Ro
ut
e
37

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

23
06
60

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

I8
0
in
So
la
no

Co
un

ty
fr
om

Re
d
To

p
Ro

ad
to

A
ir
Ba

se
Pa
rk
w
ay

–
co
nv
er
tH

O
V

la
ne

s
to

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

s
Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

23
06
61

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

U
.S
.1
01

in
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a
Co

un
ty
fr
om

Co
ch
ra
ne

Ro
ad

to
Ro

ut
e
25

–
w
id
en

to
ad
d

an
ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

in
ea
ch

di
re
ct
io
n

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
06
62

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

U
.S
.1
01

in
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a
Co

un
ty
fr
om

Sa
n
M
at
eo

/S
an
ta

Cl
ar
a
Co

un
ty
lin
e
to

Co
ch
ra
ne

Ro
ad

–
co
nv
er
tH

O
V
la
ne

s
to

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

s
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

t y
w
id
e

23
06
63

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

U
.S
.1
01

in
Sa
n
M
at
eo

Co
un

ty
fr
om

Sa
n
M
at
eo

/S
an
ta

Cl
ar
a
Co

un
ty
lin
e
to

W
hi
pp

le
Av

en
ue

–
co
nv
er
tH

O
V
la
ne
s
to

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne
s

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

23
06
64

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

U
.S
.1
01

in
Sa
n
M
at
eo

Co
un

ty
fr
om

W
hi
pp

le
A
ve
nu

e
to

M
ill
br
ae

–
w
id
en

to
ad
d

an
ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

in
ea
ch

di
re
ct
io
n

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
6

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
36



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Ba
y
A
re
a
Re

gi
on

/M
ul
ti
Co

un
ty

23
06
65

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

I5
80

w
es
tb
ou

nd
in
Al
am

ed
a
Co

un
ty
fr
om

Fo
ot
hi
ll
Ro

ad
to

Sa
n
Jo
aq
ui
n
Co

un
ty

lin
e
–
w
id
en

to
ad
d
an

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

an
d
co
nv
er
tH

O
V
la
ne

to
ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

Tr
iV

al
le
y

23
06
66

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

I5
80

ea
st
bo

un
d
in
Al
am

ed
a
Co

un
ty
fr
om

Fo
ot
hi
ll
Ro

ad
to

Sa
n
Jo
aq
ui
n
Co

un
ty

lin
e
–
w
id
en

to
ad
d
an

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

Tr
iV

al
le
y

23
06
67

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

I5
80

ea
st
bo

un
d
in
Al
am

ed
a
Co

un
ty
fr
om

Fo
ot
hi
ll
Ro

ad
to

G
re
en

vi
lle

Ro
ad

–
co
nv
er
tH

O
V
la
ne

to
ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

Tr
iV

al
le
y

23
06
68

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

I8
80

in
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a
Co

un
ty
fr
om

Al
am

ed
a
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a
Co

un
ty

lin
e
to

U
.S
.1
01

–
co
nv
er
tH

O
V
la
ne
s
to

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

s
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
06
69

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

I8
80

in
A
la
m
ed
a
Co

un
ty
fr
om

A
la
m
ed
a
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a
Co

un
ty
lin
e
to

M
ar
in
a

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d/
Le
w
el
lin
g
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d
–
co
nv
er
tH

O
V
la
ne

s
to

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

s
Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

23
06
70

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

I8
80

in
A
la
m
ed
a
Co

un
ty
fr
om

M
ar
in
a
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d/
Le
w
el
lin
g
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d
to

H
eg
en
be
rg
er

Ro
ad

–
co
nv
er
tH

O
V
la
ne
s
to

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne
s

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

23
06
71

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

I8
80

no
rt
hb

ou
nd

in
Al
am

ed
a
Co

un
ty

fr
om

16
th

A
ve
nu

e
to

Ba
y
Br
id
ge

To
ll

Pl
az
a
–
co
nv
er
tH

O
V
la
ne

to
ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

23
06
72

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ro
ut
e
92

w
es
tb
ou

nd
in
Al
am

ed
a
Co

un
ty
fr
om

Cl
aw

ite
r
Ro

ad
th
ro
ug
h
Sa
n

M
at
eo

H
ay
w
ar
d
Br
id
ge

to
ll
pl
az
a
–
co
nv
er
tH

O
V
la
ne

to
ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

Tr
an
sb
ay

Sa
n
M
at
eo

23
06
73

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ro
ut
e
84

w
es
tb
ou

nd
in
Al
am

ed
a
Co

un
ty
fr
om

I8
80

th
ro
ug
h
D
um

ba
rt
on

Br
id
ge

to
ll
pl
az
a
–
co
nv
er
tH

O
V
la
ne

to
ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

Tr
an
sb
ay

Sa
n
M
at
eo

23
06
74

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ro
ut
e
85

in
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a
Co

un
ty
fr
om

U
.S
.1
01

in
M
ou

nt
ai
n
V
ie
w
to

U
.S
.1
01

in
So
ut
h
Sa
n
Jo
se

–
co
nv
er
tH

O
V
la
ne

s
to

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

s
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
06
75

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ro
ut
e
87

in
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a
Co

un
ty
fr
om

Ro
ut
e
85

to
U
.S
.1
01

–
co
nv
er
tH

O
V
la
ne
s

to
ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

s
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

t y
w
id
e

23
06
76

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ro
ut
e
23
7
in
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a
Co

un
ty
fr
om

I8
80

to
M
at
hi
ld
a
Av

en
ue

–
co
nv
er
tH

O
V

la
ne

s
to

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

s
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
06
77

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ro
ut
e
23
7
in
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a
Co

un
ty
fr
om

M
at
hi
ld
a
A
ve
nu

e
to

Ro
ut
e
85

–
w
id
en

to
ad
d
an

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

in
ea
ch

di
re
ct
io
n

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
7

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
37



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Ba
y
A
re
a
Re

gi
on

/M
ul
ti
Co

un
ty

23
06
78

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

I2
80

in
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a
Co

un
ty
fr
om

M
ag
da
le
na

A
ve
nu

e
to

Le
la
nd

A
ve
nu

e
–

co
nv
er
tH

O
V
la
ne
s
to

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

s
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
06
79

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

I2
80

in
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a
Co

un
ty
fr
om

Le
la
nd

A
ve
nu

e
to

U
.S
.1
01

–
w
id
en

to
ad
d
an

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

in
ea
ch

di
re
ct
io
n

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

t y
w
id
e

23
06
80

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

I6
80

in
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a
Co

un
ty
fr
om

Ca
la
ve
ra
s
Ro

ad
to

U
.S
.1
01

–
w
id
en

to
ad
d
an

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

in
ea
ch

di
re
ct
io
n

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
06
81

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

I6
80

no
rt
hb

ou
nd

in
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a
Co

un
ty

fr
om

Ca
la
ve
ra
s
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d
to

Al
am

ed
a

Co
un

ty
lin
e
–
w
id
en

to
ad
d
an

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

Su
no

l
G
at
ew

ay

23
06
82

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

I6
80

no
rt
hb

ou
nd

in
Al
am

ed
a
Co

un
ty

fr
om

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a
Co

un
ty

lin
e
to

Ro
ut
e
84

–
w
id
en

to
ad
d
an

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

Su
no

l
G
at
ew

ay

23
06
83

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

I6
80

in
A
la
m
ed
a
Co

un
ty
fr
om

Ro
ut
e
84

to
A
lc
os
ta

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d
–
w
id
en

to
ad
d
an

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

in
ea
ch

di
re
ct
io
n

Su
no

l
G
at
ew

ay

23
06
84

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

I6
80
/I
58
0
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
in
A
la
m
ed

a
Co

un
ty
–
w
id
en

to
ad
d
an

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

di
re
ct
co
nn

ec
to
ra

nd
an

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

on
I5

80
ea
st
bo

un
d
to

Ta
ss
aj
ar
a
Ro

ad
Tr
iV

al
le
y

23
06
85

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

I6
80

in
Co

nt
ra

Co
st
a
Co

un
ty
fr
om

A
lc
os
ta

Ro
ad

to
Be

ni
ci
a
M
ar
tin

ez
Br
id
ge

–
w
id
en

to
ad
d
an

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

in
ea
ch

di
re
ct
io
n
th
ro
ug
h
W
al
nu

tC
re
ek

an
d

co
nv
er
tH

O
V
la
ne
s
to

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

s
on

th
e
re
m
ai
ni
ng

se
gm

en
t

D
ia
bl
o

23
06
86

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

I6
80

in
So
la
no

Co
un

ty
fr
om

Be
ni
ci
a
M
ar
tin

ez
Br
id
ge

to
I8

0
–
w
id
en

to
ad
d
an

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

in
ea
ch

di
re
ct
io
n

D
ia
bl
o

23
06
87

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

I6
80
/I
80

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
in
So
la
no

Co
un

ty
–
w
id
en

to
ad
d
an

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

di
re
ct

co
nn

ec
to
r

D
ia
bl
o

23
06
88

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

U
.S
.1
01

in
M
ar
in
Co

un
ty
fr
om

Co
rt
e
M
ad
er
a
to

Ro
ut
e
37

–
co
nv
er
tH

O
V
la
ne

s
to

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

s
G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

23
06
89

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

U
.S
.1
01

in
So
no

m
a
Co

un
ty
fr
om

W
in
ds
or

Ri
ve
r
Ro

ad
to

O
ld
Re

dw
oo

d
H
ig
hw

ay
–
w
id
en

to
ad
d
an

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

in
ea
ch

di
re
ct
io
n
an
d
co
nv
er
tH

O
V
la
ne

s
to

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne
s

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

23
06
90

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

I6
80
/R
ou

te
4
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
in
Co

nt
ra

Co
st
a
Co

un
ty
–
w
id
en

to
ad
d
ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

di
re
ct
co
nn

ec
to
rs
at

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e

D
el
ta

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
8

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
38



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Ba
y
A
re
a
Re

gi
on

/M
ul
ti
Co

un
ty

23
07
01

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

U
.S
.1
01

(a
dd

in
g
an

H
O
V
la
ne

in
ea
ch

di
re
ct
io
n)

fr
om

Ro
ut
e
37

to
M
ar
in
/S
on

om
a
Co

un
ty
lin
e
(M

ar
in
Co

un
ty
po

rt
io
n)

an
d
fr
om

M
ar
in
/S
on

om
a

Co
un

ty
lin
e
to

O
ld
Re

dw
oo

d
H
ig
hw

ay
in
Pe
ta
lu
m
a

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

23
07
02

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

U
.S
.1
01

in
M
ar
in
an
d
So
no

m
a
co
un

tie
s
fr
om

Ro
ut
e
37

to
O
ld
Re

dw
oo

d
H
ig
hw

ay
–
co
nv
er
tH

O
V
la
ne

s
to

ex
pr
es
s
la
ne

s
G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

23
07
03

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
ith

ne
tt
ol
lr
ev
en
ue
,f
un

d
co
rr
id
or

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts
in
cl
ud

in
g
tr
an
si
to

pe
ra
tin

g
an
d
ca
pi
ta
ln
ee
ds
,f
re
ew

ay
op

er
at
io
ns
,i
nt
er
ch
an
ge
s,
ro
ad
w
ay

m
ai
nt
en
an
ce

an
d
lo
ca
la
cc
es
s

Re
gi
on

23
07
10

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Fu
nd

in
g
re
se
rv
e
to

im
pl
em

en
tH

ig
h
Sp
ee
d
Ra

il
an
d
re
la
te
d
co
rr
id
or

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts

Re
gi
on

23
07
12

Co
m
m
itt
ed

In
st
al
ls
ui
ci
de

ba
rr
ie
r
on

G
ol
de
n
G
at
e
Br
id
ge

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
9

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
39



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

A
la
m
ed

a

21
09
3

Co
m
m
itt
ed

U
pg
ra
de

Ro
ut
e
92
/C
la
w
ite

rR
oa
d
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e,
ad
d
ra
m
ps

an
d
ov
er
cr
os
si
ng

fo
r

W
hi
te
se
ll
St
re
et

ex
te
ns
io
n,
an
d
si
gn
al
iz
e
ra
m
p
in
te
rs
ec
tio

ns
Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

21
10
0

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

ux
ili
ar
y
la
ne

s
on

I5
80

be
tw

ee
n
Va

sc
o
Ro

ad
an
d
Fi
rs
tS

tr
ee
ta

nd
m
od

ify
I5

80
/V
as
co

Ro
ad

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e

Tr
iV

al
le
y

21
10
1

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Re
co
ns
tr
uc
tS
ta
rg
el
lA

ve
nu

e
fr
om

W
eb
st
er

St
re
et

to
5t
h
Av

en
ue

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

21
10
3

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tg

ra
de

se
pa
ra
tio

n
st
ru
ct
ur
e
on

Ce
nt
ra
lA

ve
nu

e
at

U
ni
on

Pa
ci
fic

Ra
ilr
oa
d
cr
os
si
ng

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

21
10
5

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
ti
nt
er
ch
an
ge

at
th
e
ex
te
ns
io
n
of

Is
ab
el
A
ve
nu

e
(R
ou

te
84
)t
o
I5

80
Tr
iV

al
le
y

21
11
2

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
Cr
ow

Ca
ny
on

Ro
ad

by
w
id
en
in
g
sh
ou

ld
er
s,
re
al
ig
ni
ng

cu
rv
es

an
d

co
ns
tr
uc
tin

g
re
ta
in
in
g
w
al
ls

Su
no

l
G
at
ew

ay

21
11
4

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
tg

ra
de

se
pa
ra
tio

ns
on

W
as
hi
ng
to
n
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d/
Pa
se
o
Pa
dr
e
Pa
rk
w
ay

at
th
e
U
ni
on

Pa
ci
fic

ra
ilr
oa
d
tr
ac
ks

an
d
pr
op

os
ed

BA
RT

ex
te
ns
io
n

Fr
em

on
t

So
ut
h
Ba

y

21
11
6

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

I5
80

fr
om

Fo
ot
hi
ll
Ro

ad
to

G
re
en

vi
lle

Ro
ad

in
bo

th
di
re
ct
io
ns

fo
rH

O
V

la
ne

s
(in

cl
ud

es
au
xi
lia
ry

la
ne

s)
Tr
iV

al
le
y

21
12
3

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ex
pa
nd

U
ni
on

Ci
ty
BA

RT
st
at
io
n
to

cr
ea
te

in
te
rm

od
al
ra
il
st
at
io
n

Fr
em

on
t

So
ut
h
Ba

y

21
12
5

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ex
te
nd

H
O
V
la
ne

w
es
tb
ou

nd
on

Ro
ut
e
84

be
tw

ee
n
N
ew

ar
k
A
ve
nu

e
un

de
rc
ro
ss
in
g
an
d
w
es
to

ft
he

I8
80

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e

Fr
em

on
t

So
ut
h
Ba

y

21
12
6

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
tw

es
tb
ou

nd
Ro

ut
e
84

H
O
V
on

ra
m
p
at

N
ew

ar
k
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d

Fr
em

on
t

So
ut
h
Ba

y

21
13
1

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Bu
ild

a
BA

RT
O
ak
la
nd

A
irp

or
tC

on
ne
ct
or

be
tw

ee
n
Co

lis
eu

m
BA

RT
st
at
io
n
an
d

O
ak
la
nd

In
te
rn
at
io
na
lA

irp
or
t

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

21
13
2

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ex
te
nd

BA
RT

fr
om

Fr
em

on
tt
o
W
ar
m

Sp
rin

gs
Fr
em

on
t

So
ut
h
Ba

y

21
13
3

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
tn

ew
W
es
tD

ub
lin
/P
le
as
an
to
n
BA

RT
st
at
io
n
al
on

g
th
e
I5

80
m
ed
ia
n

Tr
iV

al
le
y

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
10

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
40



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

A
la
m
ed

a

21
13
9

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
Va

sc
o
Ro

ad
w
ith

sa
fe
ty
fe
at
ur
es

in
cl
ud

in
g
re
al
ig
nm

en
t,
w
id
en
in
g
an
d

in
st
al
la
tio

n
of

m
ed
ia
n
ba
rr
ie
rs

Tr
iV

al
le
y

21
14
4

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
co
ns
tr
uc
t
I8

0/
G
ilm

an
A
ve
nu

e
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
in
to

a
ro
un

da
bo

ut
Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

21
15
1

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

ne
w
sa
te
lli
te

op
er
at
io
ns

an
d
m
ai
nt
en
an
ce

fa
ci
lit
y
fo
ro

pe
ra
tio

ns
,

di
sp
at
ch
,m

ai
nt
en
an
ce
,f
ue

lin
g,
bu

s
w
as
h
an
d
pa
rk
in
g
fo
rL
AV

TA
fix
ed

ro
ut
e

se
rv
ic
es

Tr
iV

al
le
y

21
15
9

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ex
pa
nd

/e
nh

an
ce

AC
Tr
an
si
tf
ac
ili
tie

s
in
no

rt
he

rn
Al
am

ed
a
Co

un
ty
,i
nc
lu
di
ng

ne
w
op

er
at
in
g
fa
ci
lit
y

Al
am

ed
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

21
45
1

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

dd
iti
on

al
tu
rn

an
d
bu

s
lo
ad
in
g
la
ne

s
on

H
es
pe

ria
n
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d
an
d

Ea
st
14
th

St
re
et

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

21
45
5

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

I2
38

to
6
la
ne

s
be

tw
ee
n
I5

80
an
d
I8

80
,i
nc
lu
di
ng

au
xi
lia
ry

la
ne

s
on

I
88
0
be
tw

ee
n
I2

38
an
d
A
St
re
et

Tr
iV

al
le
y

21
45
6

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

ux
ili
ar
y
la
ne

s
on

I5
80

be
tw

ee
n
Sa
nt
a
Ri
ta

Ro
ad
/T
as
sa
ja
ra

Ro
ad

an
d

A
irw

ay
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d

Tr
iV

al
le
y

21
46
0

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
tb

ic
yc
le
/p
ed

es
tr
ia
n
ro
ad
w
ay

in
ex
is
tin

g
Al
am

ed
a
Co

un
ty
an
d

So
ut
he

rn
Pa
ci
fic

rig
ht

of
w
ay

be
tw

ee
n
th
e
D
ub

lin
/P
le
as
an
to
n
BA

RT
st
at
io
n
an
d

D
ou

gh
er
ty
Ro

ad
;c
on

st
ru
ct
bu

s
la
ne

on
D
ou

gh
er
ty
Ro

ad

Tr
iV

al
le
y

21
46
4

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Pr
ov
id
e
pa
ra
tr
an
si
ts
er
vi
ce

fo
rA

C
Tr
an
si
t,
BA

RT
an
d
no

n
m
an
da
te
d
ci
ty

pr
og
ra
m
s
to

co
or
di
na
te

an
d
cl
os
e
pa
ra
tr
an
si
ts
er
vi
ce

ga
ps

Al
am

ed
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

21
46
5

Co
m
m
itt
ed

En
ha
nc
e
tr
an
si
tt
hr
ou

gh
ou

tt
he

co
un

ty
us
in
g
tr
an
si
tc
en
te
rd

ev
el
op

m
en
tf
un

ds
Al
am

ed
a

Co
un

t y
w
id
e

21
46
6

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
W
as
hi
ng
to
n
A
ve
nu

e/
Be

at
ric
e
St
re
et

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
at

I8
80

th
ro
ug
h

re
co
ns
tr
uc
tio

n
an
d
w
id
en
in
g
of

on
/o
ff
ra
m
ps

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

21
47
2

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
I6

80
/B
er
na
lA

ve
nu

e
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e

Su
no

l
G
at
ew

ay

21
47
3

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

4
la
ne

ar
te
ri
al
co
nn

ec
tin

g
D
ub

lin
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d
an
d
N
or
th

Ca
ny
on

s
Pa
rk
w
ay

in
Li
ve
rm

or
e

Tr
iV

al
le
y

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
11

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
41



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

A
la
m
ed

a

21
47
5

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
I5

80
/F
ir
st
St
re
et

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
in
Li
ve
rm

or
e

Tr
iV

al
le
y

21
47
7

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
co
ns
tr
uc
t
I5

80
/G
re
en

vi
lle

Ro
ad

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
in
Li
ve
rm

or
e

Tr
iV

al
le
y

21
48
2

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ex
te
nd

Fr
em

on
tB

ou
le
va
rd

to
co
nn

ec
tw

ith
D
ix
on

La
nd

in
g
Ro

ad
in
M
ilp
ita

s
Fr
em

on
t

So
ut
h
Ba

y

21
48
4

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

Ka
to

Ro
ad

fr
om

W
ar
re
n
Av

en
ue

to
M
ilm

on
tD

riv
e
an
d
in
cl
ud

e
bi
cy
cl
e

la
ne

s
Fr
em

on
t

So
ut
h
Ba

y

21
48
9

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
I5

80
/S
an

Ra
m
on

Ro
ad
/F
oo

th
ill
Ro

ad
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e

Tr
iV

al
le
y

21
99
2

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pl
em

en
tA

C
Tr
an
si
tt
ra
ns
it
pr
io
rit
y
m
ea
su
re
s
(T
PM

)a
nd

co
rr
id
or

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts
(E
le
m
en
t1

)
Al
am

ed
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

22
00
2

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ex
te
nd

I
88
0
no

rt
hb

ou
nd

H
O
V
la
ne

fr
om

M
ar
iti
m
e
St
re
et

to
th
e
Ba

y
Br
id
ge

to
ll

pl
az
a

Tr
an
sb
ay

Ba
y
Br
id
ge

22
00
7

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tb

ic
yc
le
an
d
pe

de
st
ria

n
pr
oj
ec
ts
/p
ro
gr
am

s
in
A
la
m
ed
a
Co

un
ty

Al
am

ed
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

22
01
3

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
tI

58
0
ea
st
bo

un
d
tr
uc
k
cl
im

bi
ng

la
ne

at
th
e
Al
ta
m
on

tS
um

m
it

Tr
iV

al
le
y

22
02
1

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ex
pa
nd

A
C
Tr
an
si
tt
ra
ns
fe
r
ce
nt
er
s
an
d
pa
rk

an
d
rid

e
fa
ci
lit
ie
s
in
ce
nt
ra
l

Al
am

ed
a
Co

un
ty

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

22
05
6

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
A
sh
by

BA
RT

st
at
io
n
to

su
pp

or
tE

d
Ro

be
rt
s
Ca
m
pu

s
an
d
fu
tu
re

tr
an
si
t

or
ie
nt
ed

de
ve
lo
pm

en
t

Al
am

ed
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

22
06
2

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
ti
nf
ra
st
ru
ct
ur
e
to

su
pp

or
tf
ut
ur
e
Ir
vi
ng
to
n
BA

RT
st
at
io
n

Fr
em

on
t

So
ut
h
Ba

y

22
06
3

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
Ro

ut
e
23
8
co
rr
id
or

ne
ar

Fo
ot
hi
ll
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d/
I5

80
by

re
m
ov
in
g
pa
rk
in
g

du
rin

g
pe
ak

pe
rio

ds
an
d
sp
ot

w
id
en
in
g

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

22
08
2

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
rr
ec
tg
ra
de

se
pa
ra
tio

n
at

7t
h
St
re
et
/U

ni
on

Pa
ci
fic

Ra
ilr
oa
d
en

tr
y
at

Po
rt
of

O
ak
la
nd

in
te
rm

od
al
ya
rd
s
an
d
im

pr
ov
e
co
nn

ec
tin

g
ro
ad
w
ay
s
th
ro
ug
h
fo
rm

er
O
ak
la
nd

Ar
m
y
Ba

se

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
12

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
42



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

A
la
m
ed

a

22
08
4

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
ac
ce
ss
to

O
ak
la
nd

In
te
rn
at
io
na
lA

irp
or
t's

N
or
th

Fi
el
d,
co
nn

ec
tin

g
Ro

ut
e
61

(D
oo

lit
tle

D
ri
ve
)w

ith
Ea
rh
ar
tR

oa
d
an
d
ex
te
nd

in
g
in
fie

ld
ar
ea

at
N
or
th

Fi
el
d

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

22
08
7

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Re
co
ns
tr
uc
tI

88
0/
O
ak

St
re
et

on
ra
m
p

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

22
08
9

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
M
ar
tin

ez
Su
bd

iv
is
io
n
fo
rf
re
ig
ht

an
d
pa
ss
en
ge
r
ra
il

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

22
10
0

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Re
pl
ac
e
ov
er
cr
os
si
ng

st
ru
ct
ur
e
at

I8
80
/D
av
is
St
re
et

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
an
d
ad
d

ad
di
tio

na
lt
ra
ve
ll
an
es

on
D
av
is
St
re
et

(in
cl
ud

es
ra
m
p,
in
te
rs
ec
tio

n
an
d
si
gn
al

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts
)

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

22
10
6

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
ts
tr
ee
te

xt
en

si
on

s
in
H
ay
w
ar
d
ne
ar

Cl
aw

ite
r
an
d
W
hi
te
se
ll
st
re
et
s

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

22
45
5

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tB

us
Ra

pi
d
Tr
an
si
ts
er
vi
ce

on
th
e
Te
le
gr
ap
h
A
ve
nu

e/
In
te
rn
at
io
na
l

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d/
E.
14
th

St
re
et

co
rr
id
or

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

22
50
9

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Pr
ov
id
e
fe
rr
y
se
rv
ic
e
be

tw
ee
n
A
la
m
ed
a/
O
ak
la
nd

an
d
Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o
an
d

be
tw

ee
n
H
ar
bo

r
Ba

y
an
d
Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o

Tr
an
sb
ay

Ba
y
Br
id
ge

22
51
1

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Pr
ov
id
e
fe
rr
y
se
rv
ic
e
be

tw
ee
n
Be

rk
el
ey
/A
lb
an
y
an
d
Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o

Tr
an
sb
ay

Ba
y
Br
id
ge

22
67
0

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
tH

O
V
la
ne

fo
rs
ou

th
bo

un
d
I8

80
fr
om

H
eg
en
be
rg
er

Ro
ad

to
M
ar
in
a

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d
(in

cl
ud

es
re
co
ns
tr
uc
tin

g
br
id
ge
s
at

D
av
is
St
re
et

an
d
M
ar
in
a

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d)

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

22
76
0

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Re
lo
ca
te

th
e
O
ut
er

H
ar
bo

rI
nt
er
m
od

al
Te
rm

in
al
(O
H
IT
)t
o
th
e
fo
rm

er
O
ak
la
nd

A
rm

y
Ba

se
(in

cl
ud

es
ra
il
ya
rd
,s
to
ra
ge

tr
ac
ks
,l
ea
d
tr
ac
ks
,t
ru
ck

ga
te
s
an
d

ad
m
in
is
tr
at
iv
e/
op

er
at
io
ns

an
d
m
ai
nt
en
an
ce

bu
ild
in
gs
)

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

22
76
6

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

A
ss
es
s
Fr
ui
tv
al
e
A
ve
nu

e
ra
il
br
id
ge

fo
r
se
is
m
ic
re
tr
of
it

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

22
76
8

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
tr
of
it
an
d
re
pa
ir
th
re
e
O
ak
la
nd

Al
am

ed
a
Es
tu
ar
y
br
id
ge
s
fo
rs
ei
sm

ic
sa
fe
ty

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
13

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
43



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

A
la
m
ed

a

22
76
9

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
no

rt
hb

ou
nd

I8
80

ra
m
p
ge
om

et
rie

s
at

23
rd

an
d
29
th

av
en
ue
s

(in
cl
ud

es
m
od

ifi
ca
tio

ns
to

lo
ca
ls
tr
ee
ts
,l
an
ds
ca
pi
ng

an
d
so
un

dw
al
l

co
ns
tr
uc
tio

n)

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

22
77
0

Co
m
m
itt
ed

In
st
al
lt
ra
ff
ic
si
gn
al
on

G
ra
nd

Av
en
ue

at
Ro

se
A
ve
nu

e/
Ar
ro
yo

A
ve
nu

e
in

Pi
ed
m
on

t
Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

22
77
6

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

Ro
ut
e
84

fr
om

2
to

4
la
ne

s
fr
om

no
rt
h
of

Pi
ge
on

Pa
ss
to

St
an
le
y

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d
an
d
fr
om

2
to

6
la
ne

s
fr
om

St
an
le
y
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d
to

Ja
ck

Lo
nd

on
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d

Tr
iV

al
le
y

22
77
7

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Re
co
ns
tr
uc
to

n/
of
f
ra
m
ps

on
I5

80
in
Ca
st
ro

Va
lle
y

Tr
iV

al
le
y

22
77
9

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Re
co
ns
tr
uc
tR

ou
te

26
2/
I8

80
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
an
d
w
id
en

I8
80
,i
nc
lu
di
ng

gr
ad
e

se
pa
ra
tio

n
at

W
ar
re
n
A
ve
nu

e
an
d
th
e
U
ni
on

Pa
ci
fic

Ra
ilr
oa
d
(P
ha
se

2)
Fr
em

on
t

So
ut
h
Ba

y

22
78
0

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tB

us
Ra

pi
d
Tr
an
si
to

n
th
e
G
ra
nd

M
ac
Ar
th
ur

co
rr
id
or

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

22
78
3

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

A
ss
es
s
Fr
ui
tv
al
e
A
ve
nu

e
ro
ad
w
ay

br
id
ge

fo
rs
ei
sm

ic
re
tr
of
it

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

94
01
2

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tt
he

U
ni
on

Ci
ty

BA
RT

st
at
io
n
tr
an
si
t
or
ie
nt
ed

de
ve
lo
pm

en
tp

ro
je
ct
,

in
cl
ud

in
g
co
ns
tr
uc
tio

n
of

pe
de

st
ri
an

gr
ad
e
se
pa
ra
tio

ns
un

de
r
th
e
BA

RT
an
d

U
ni
on

Pa
ci
fic

Ra
ilr
oa
d
tr
ac
ks

an
d
re
co
nf
ig
ur
in
g
ex
is
tin

g
st
at
io
n
to

pr
ov
id
e

m
ul
tim

od
al
lo
op

ro
ad

(P
ha
se

1)

Fr
em

on
t

So
ut
h
Ba

y

94
03
0

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Re
co
ns
tr
uc
tI

88
0/
Ro

ut
e
26
2
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
an
d
w
id
en

I8
80

fr
om

8
la
ne

s
to

10
la
ne

s
(8

m
ix
ed

flo
w
an
d
2
H
O
V
la
ne

s)
fr
om

Ro
ut
e
26
2
(M

is
si
on

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d)

to
th
e
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a
Co

un
ty
lin
e
(P
ha
se

1)

Fr
em

on
t

So
ut
h
Ba

y

94
50
6

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

n
im
pr
ov
ed

ea
st

w
es
tc
on

ne
ct
io
n
be

tw
ee
n
I8

80
an
d
Ro

ut
e
23
8

(M
is
si
on

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d)

fr
om

N
or
th

Fr
em

on
tt
o
U
ni
on

Ci
ty

Fr
em

on
t

So
ut
h
Ba

y

94
51
4

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Re
co
ns
tr
uc
tI

88
0/
Ro

ut
e
92

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
w
ith

di
re
ct
co
nn

ec
to
rs

Tr
an
sb
ay

Sa
n
M
at
eo

98
13
9

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ac
qu

ir
e
rig

ht
of

w
ay

fo
rA

CE
ra
il
se
rv
ic
e
be

tw
ee
n
St
oc
kt
on

an
d
N
ile
s
Ju
nc
tio

n,
co
m
pl
et
e
tr
ac
k
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
be

tw
ee
n
Sa
n
Jo
aq
ui
n
Co

un
ty
an
d
Al
am

ed
a

Co
un

ty
,a
nd

ex
pa
nd

Al
am

ed
a
Co

un
ty

st
at
io
n
pl
at
fo
rm

s

Su
no

l
G
at
ew

ay

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
14

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
44



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

A
la
m
ed

a

98
20
7

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
I8

80
/B
ro
ad
w
ay

Ja
ck
so
n
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
in
O
ak
la
nd

(in
cl
ud

es
ne
w
on

an
d
of
f
ra
m
ps

an
d
ne
w
si
gn
al
s)

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

98
20
8

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
ts
ou

nd
w
al
ls
in
va
ri
ou

s
lo
ca
tio

ns
in
Al
am

ed
a
Co

un
ty

Al
am

ed
a

Co
un

t y
w
id
e

23
00
47

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
co
ns
tr
uc
t
I8

80
/W

es
tA

St
re
et

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
in
H
ay
w
ar
d
(in

cl
ud

es
ne
w

si
de

w
al
ks
)

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

23
00
52

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

ux
ili
ar
y
la
ne

s
on

I8
80

ne
ar

W
in
to
n
in
H
ay
w
ar
d

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

23
00
53

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
co
ns
tr
uc
t
I8

80
In
du

st
ria

lP
ar
kw

ay
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
(P
ha
se

1)
Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

23
00
54

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

ux
ili
ar
y
la
ne

s
on

I8
80

at
In
du

st
ria

lP
ar
kw

ay
Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

23
00
57

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Re
co
ns
tr
uc
tI

88
0/
In
du

st
ria

lP
ar
kw

ay
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e,
in
cl
ud

in
g
co
ns
tr
uc
tio

n
of

ne
w
no

rt
hb

ou
nd

I8
80

on
ra
m
p
an
d
m
od

ifi
ca
tio

ns
to

so
ut
hb

ou
nd

on
ra
m
p
to

in
cl
ud

e
an

H
O
V
la
ne

(P
ha
se

2)

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

23
00
66

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
I8

80
/M

ar
in
a
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
(in

cl
ud

es
on

an
d
of
f
ra
m
p

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts
,o
ve
rc
ro
ss
in
g
m
od

ifi
ca
tio

n,
an
d
st
re
et

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts
)

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

23
00
83

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Tr
iV

al
le
y
Tr
an
si
tA

cc
es
s:
ac
qu

ire
rig

ht
of

w
ay

al
on

g
I5

80
fr
om

H
ac
ie
nd

a
D
riv

e
to

th
e
G
re
en
vi
lle

Ro
ad

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
to

ac
co
m
m
od

at
e
ra
il
tr
an
si
t

Tr
iV

al
le
y

23
00
86

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
co
ns
tr
uc
t
I5

80
/F
al
lo
n
Ro

ad
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
an
d
I5

80
/H
ac
ie
nd

a
D
ri
ve

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
in
D
ub

lin
Tr
iV

al
le
y

23
00
88

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ex
te
nd

ex
is
tin

g
no

rt
hb

ou
nd

I8
80

H
O
V
la
ne

fr
om

no
rt
h
of

H
ac
ie
nd

a
A
ve
nu

e
to

H
eg
en
be
rg
er

Ro
ad

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

23
00
91

Co
m
m
itt
ed

In
st
al
lt
ra
ff
ic
m
on

ito
rin

g
sy
st
em

s,
si
gn
al
pr
io
rit
y
an
d
co
or
di
na
tio

n,
ra
m
p

m
et
er
in
g,
an
d
H
O
V
by
pa
ss
la
ne

s
in
th
e
I8

80
,I

23
8
an
d
I5

80
co
rr
id
or
s

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

23
00
94

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
ts
ou

nd
w
al
ls
in
ce
nt
ra
lA

la
m
ed
a
Co

un
ty

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

23
00
99

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tn

or
th
bo

un
d
I6

80
to

w
es
tb
ou

nd
I5

80
co
nn

ec
to
r

Al
am

ed
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
15

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
45



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

A
la
m
ed

a

23
01
08

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

I8
0
ea
st
bo

un
d
Po

w
el
lS
tr
ee
to

ff
ra
m
p
in
Em

er
yv
ill
e

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

23
01
10

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

gr
ad
e
se
pa
ra
tio

n
at

Ro
ut
e
26
2/
W
ar
m

Sp
ri
ng
s
D
riv
e/
M
is
si
on

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d

Fr
em

on
t

So
ut
h
Ba

y

23
01
14

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

A
ut
o
M
al
lP
ar
kw

ay
fr
om

4
to

6
la
ne

s
be

tw
ee
n
I6

80
an
d
I8

80
,i
nc
lu
di
ng

in
te
rs
ec
tio

n
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts

Fr
em

on
t

So
ut
h
Ba

y

23
01
16

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
ra
il
cr
os
si
ng
s
in
Be

rk
el
ey
,i
nc
lu
di
ng

gr
ad
e
se
pa
ra
tio

n
at

G
ilm

an
St
re
et
,

ro
ad

cl
os
ur
es

an
d
at

gr
ad
e
cr
os
si
ng

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts
(P
ha
se

1)
Al
am

ed
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
01
20

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tt
ru
ck

pa
rk
in
g
fa
ci
lit
ie
s
in
no

rt
he

rn
Al
am

ed
a
Co

un
ty
(P
ha
se

1)
Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

23
01
22

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pl
em

en
ta

Va
lu
e
Pr
ic
in
g
Pa
rk
in
g
an
d
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
D
em

an
d
M
an
ag
em

en
t

pr
og
ra
m

in
Be

rk
el
ey

Al
am

ed
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
01
25

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
A
sh
by
/I
80

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e/
A
qu

at
ic
Pa
rk

ac
ce
ss
,i
nc
lu
di
ng

st
re
et
sc
ap
in
g,

bi
cy
cl
e/
pe
de

st
ri
an

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts
an
d
m
in
or

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts

Al
am

ed
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
01
32

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
I5

80
/I
sa
be

lA
ve
nu

e
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e,
in
cl
ud

in
g
st
re
et
sc
ap
in
g
an
d

bi
cy
cl
e/
pe
de

st
ria

n
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts

Tr
iV

al
le
y

23
01
56

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ex
te
nd

W
es
tJ
ac
k
Lo
nd

on
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d
fr
om

w
es
to

fI
sa
be
l/
Ro

ut
e
84

to
El
Ch

ar
ro

Ro
ad

Tr
iV

al
le
y

23
01
57

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

tw
o
la
ne

ga
p
cl
os
ur
e
on

La
s
Po

si
ta
s
Ro

ad
fr
om

A
rr
oy
o
Vi
st
a
to

w
es
t

of
Va

sc
o
Ro

ad
Tr
iV

al
le
y

23
01
60

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Tr
iV

al
le
y
Tr
an
si
tA

cc
es
s:
im

pl
em

en
te

nh
an
ce
d
ra
pi
d
bu

s
se
rv
ic
e
in
Li
ve
rm

or
e,

D
ub

lin
an
d
Pl
ea
sa
nt
on

(in
cl
ud

es
hi
gh
er

fr
eq
ue
nc
ie
s,
ne
w
st
op

s
an
d
im

pr
ov
ed

st
op

am
en

iti
es
)

Tr
iV

al
le
y

23
01
69

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Pr
ov
id
e
In
te
lli
ge
nt

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
Sy
st
em

(IT
S)

el
em

en
ts
fo
ra

rt
er
ia
l

m
an
ag
em

en
ti
n
O
ak
la
nd

(in
cl
ud

es
ne
w
co
nt
ro
lle
rs
,s
ig
na
lc
oo

rd
in
at
io
n,
tr
an
si
t

pr
io
rit
y,
au
to
m
at
ic
ve
hi
cl
e
lo
ca
to
rs
,s
pe
ed

an
d
le
ve
lo
fs
er
vi
ce

m
on

ito
rin

g
th
ro
ug
h
ra
da
rd

et
ec
tio

n,
an
d
re
al
tim

e
ar
ri
va
li
nf
or
m
at
io
n)

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

23
01
70

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
ac
ce
ss
to

I8
80

fr
om

42
nd

A
ve
nu

e
an
d
H
ig
h
St
re
et

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
16

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
46



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

A
la
m
ed

a

23
01
71

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
Ro

ut
e
24
/C
al
de

co
tt
Tu
nn

el
in
cl
ud

in
g
bi
cy
cl
e
an
d
tr
an
si
ta

cc
es
s
an
d

so
un

dw
al
li
m
pr
ov
em

en
ts

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

23
01
98

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

U
pg
ra
de

tr
af
fic

si
gn
al
sy
st
em

s
w
ith

In
te
lli
ge
nt

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
Sy
st
em

(IT
S)

el
em

en
ts
(in

cl
ud

es
ne
w
co
nt
ro
lle
rs
,i
m
pr
ov
ed

sy
st
em

co
m
m
un

ic
at
io
n,
fa
ci
lit
ie
s

up
gr
ad
es

an
d
re
lo
ca
tio

ns
,e
m
er
ge
nc
y
ve
hi
cl
e
pr
e
em

pt
io
n,
an
d
im

pr
ov
ed

sp
ee
d
an
d
le
ve
lo
fs
er
vi
ce

m
on

ito
rin

g)

Ea
st
sh
or
e

So
ut
h

23
02
44

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Pr
ep
ar
e
su
pp

le
m
en

ta
lp
ro
je
ct
st
ud

y
re
po

rt
fo
rR

ou
te

84
w
id
en
in
g
fr
om

Pi
ge
on

Pa
ss
to

I6
80

Al
am

ed
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
03
96

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pl
em

en
tr
ec
om

m
en
da
tio

ns
fr
om

th
e
Co

m
m
un

ity
Ba
se
d
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
Pl
an

to
im

pr
ov
e
th
e
m
ob

ili
ty
of

lo
w

in
co
m
e
re
si
de

nt
s

Al
am

ed
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
04
12

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

A
dd

iti
on

al
AC

Tr
an
si
ta

nd
BA

RT
tr
an
si
tc
ap
ita

lr
ep

la
ce
m
en
t

Al
am

ed
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
06
08

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

w
es
tb
ou

nd
au
xi
lia
ry

la
ne

on
I5

80
be

tw
ee
n
Fi
rs
tA

ve
nu

e
an
d
Is
ab
el

A
ve
nu

e
in
th
e
Tr
iV

al
le
y
ar
ea

Tr
iV

al
le
y

23
06
30

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Tr
iV

al
le
y
Tr
an
si
tA

cc
es
s:
co
ns
tr
uc
tw

es
tb
ou

nd
of
f
ra
m
p
to

co
nn

ec
tI

58
0
to

D
ub

lin
/P
le
as
an
to
n
BA

RT
st
at
io
n,
or

m
ak
e
ot
he
r
tr
an
si
ta

cc
es
s
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
at

th
e
BA

RT
st
at
io
n

Tr
iV

al
le
y

23
06
92

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Lo
ca
ls
tr
ee
ts
an
d
ro
ad
s
m
ai
nt
en
an
ce

Al
am

ed
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
17

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
47



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Co
nt
ra

Co
st
a

21
20
5

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
th
e
I6

80
/R
ou

te
4
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
w
ith

di
re
ct
co
nn

ec
to
rs
an
d
w
id
en

Ro
ut
e
4
fr
om

2
la
ne

s
to

3
la
ne
s
in
ea
ch

di
re
ct
io
n
be

tw
ee
n
Ro

ut
e
24
2
an
d

M
or
el
lo
Av
en
ue

D
ia
bl
o

21
20
6

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

fo
ur
th

bo
re

at
th
e
Ca
ld
ec
ot
tT

un
ne
lc
om

pl
ex

no
rt
h
of

th
e
th
re
e

ex
is
tin

g
bo

re
s

D
ia
bl
o

21
20
7

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
tM

ar
tin

ez
In
te
rm

od
al
St
at
io
n,
in
cl
ud

in
g
si
te

ac
qu

is
iti
on

,d
em

ol
iti
on

an
d
co
ns
tr
uc
tio

n
of

20
0
in
te
rim

pa
rk
in
g
sp
ac
es

(P
ha
se

3
in
iti
al
se
gm

en
t)

D
ia
bl
o

21
20
8

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
tR

ic
hm

on
d
Pa
rk
w
ay

Tr
an
si
tC

en
te
r,
in
cl
ud

in
g
si
gn
al
tim

in
g
an
d

re
co
nf
ig
ur
at
io
n,
pa
rk
in
g
fa
ci
lit
y
an
d
se
cu
ri
ty
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

21
20
9

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Re
lo
ca
te

an
d
ex
pa
nd

H
er
cu
le
s
Tr
an
si
tC

en
te
r,
in
cl
ud

in
g
re
lo
ca
tio

n
of

pa
rk

an
d

rid
e
fa
ci
lit
y
an
d
co
ns
tr
uc
tio

n
of

ex
pr
es
s
bu

s
fa
ci
lit
ie
s

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

21
21
0

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
tC

ap
ito

lC
or
rid

or
tr
ai
n
st
at
io
n
in
H
er
cu
le
s

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

21
21
1

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ex
te
nd

BA
RT

/E
as
tC

on
tr
a
Co

st
a
Ra

il
(e
BA

RT
)e

as
tw

ar
d
fr
om

th
e
Pi
tt
sb
ur
g/
Ba

y
Po

in
tB

AR
T
st
at
io
n
in
to

ea
st
er
n
Co

nt
ra

Co
st
a
Co

un
ty

D
el
ta

21
21
4

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

W
ilb
ur

A
ve
nu

e
ov
er

Bu
rli
ng
to
n
N
or
th
er
n
Sa
nt
a
Fe

Ra
ilr
oa
d
fr
om

2
la
ne

s
to

4
la
ne
s

D
el
ta

21
22
5

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
re
gi
on

al
an
d
lo
ca
lp
ed
es
tr
ia
n
an
d
bi
cy
cl
e
sy
st
em

,i
nc
lu
di
ng

co
ns
tr
uc
tio

n
ov
er
cr
os
si
ng
s,
an
d
ex
pa
nd

in
g
si
de

w
al
ks

an
d
fa
ci
lit
ie
s

Co
nt
ra

Co
st
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

22
12
2

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tf
er
ry

se
rv
ic
e
fr
om

Ri
ch
m
on

d
to

Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o

Tr
an
sb
ay

Ba
y
Br
id
ge

22
35
2

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
I6

80
/N

or
ri
s
Ca
ny
on

Ro
ad
,i
nc
lu
di
ng

re
co
ns
tr
uc
tio

n
of

ov
er
cr
os
si
ng
,

w
id
en
in
g
of

m
ed
ia
n,
co
ns
tr
uc
tio

n
of

ne
w
H
O
V
ra
m
ps

an
d
m
od

ifi
ca
tio

ns
to

th
e

lo
ca
ls
tr
ee
tn

et
w
or
k
in
Sa
n
Ra

m
on

D
ia
bl
o

22
35
3

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
tH

O
V
la
ne

on
I6

80
so
ut
hb

ou
nd

be
tw

ee
n
N
or
th

M
ai
n
St
re
et

an
d

Li
vo
rn
a
Ro

ad
D
ia
bl
o

22
35
4

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
lo
ca
te

th
e
w
es
te
rn

ha
lf
of

th
e
M
ar
in
a
Vi
st
a
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
of
fs
ou

th
bo

un
d
I6

80
D
ia
bl
o

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
18

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
48



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Co
nt
ra

Co
st
a

22
35
5

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

M
od

ify
I8

0/
Ce

nt
ra
lA

ve
nu

e
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

22
36
0

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
co
ns
tr
uc
t
I8

0/
Sa
n
Pa
bl
o
D
am

Ro
ad

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
an
d
m
od

ify
ad
ja
ce
nt

in
te
rc
ha
ng
es

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

22
36
5

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
M
ar
tin

ez
Fe
rr
y
la
nd

si
de

fa
ci
lit
ie
s

D
ia
bl
o

22
38
8

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tR

ou
te

24
2
on

ra
m
p
an
d
of
f
ra
m
p
at

Cl
ay
to
n
Ro

ad
D
ia
bl
o

22
39
0

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
co
ns
tr
uc
t
Ro

ut
e
4/
W
ill
ow

Pa
ss
Ro

ad
ra
m
ps

in
Co

nc
or
d
to

su
pp

or
tn

ew
in
fil
l

de
ve
lo
pm

en
ta

tt
he

Co
nc
or
d
N
av
al
W
ea
po

ns
St
at
io
n

D
el
ta

22
40
2

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tt
he

Sa
n
Ra

m
on

Sc
ho

ol
Bu

s
Pr
og
ra
m
,a
nd

co
nt
in
ue

th
e
La
m
or
in
da

Sc
ho

ol
Bu

s
Pr
og
ra
m

D
ia
bl
o

22
60
0

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

So
m
er
sv
ill
e
Ro

ad
Br
id
ge

in
A
nt
io
ch

fr
om

2
la
ne
s
to

4
la
ne
s

D
el
ta

22
60
2

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tI

68
0
au
xi
lia
ry

la
ne

s
in
bo

th
di
re
ct
io
ns

fr
om

Sy
ca
m
or
e
Va

lle
y
Ro

ad
to

Cr
ow

Ca
ny
on

Ro
ad

D
ia
bl
o

22
60
3

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
t6

le
ve
l,
ro
ug
hl
y
78
5
sp
ac
e
pa
rk
in
g
ga
ra
ge

at
Ri
ch
m
on

d
In
te
rm

od
al

Tr
an
sf
er

St
at
io
n

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

22
60
7

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

an
d
ex
te
nd

m
aj
or

st
re
et
s,
an
d
im

pr
ov
e
in
te
rc
ha
ng
es

in
ea
st
Co

nt
ra

Co
st
a
Co

un
ty

D
el
ta

22
60
9

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

an
d
ex
te
nd

m
aj
or

st
re
et
s,
an
d
im

pr
ov
e
in
te
rc
ha
ng
es

in
ce
nt
ra
lC
on

tr
a

Co
st
a
Co

un
ty

D
ia
bl
o

22
61
0

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

an
d
ex
te
nd

m
aj
or

st
re
et
s,
an
d
im

pr
ov
e
in
te
rc
ha
ng
es

in
w
es
tC

on
tr
a

Co
st
a
Co

un
ty

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

22
61
1

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
ta

lo
w

in
co
m
e
st
ud

en
tb

us
pa
ss
pr
og
ra
m

in
W
es
tC

on
tr
a
Co

st
a

Co
un

ty
Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
19

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
49



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Co
nt
ra

Co
st
a

22
61
3

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

an
d
ex
te
nd

m
aj
or

st
re
et
s,
an
d
im

pr
ov
e
in
te
rc
ha
ng
es

in
so
ut
hw

es
t

Co
nt
ra

Co
st
a
Co

un
ty
(in

cl
ud

es
w
id
en

in
g
Ca
m
in
o
Ta
ss
aj
ar
a
to

4
la
ne

s
be

tw
ee
n

D
an
vi
lle

an
d
W
in
de

m
er
e
Pa
rk
w
ay
,a
nd

to
6
la
ne

s
fr
om

W
in
de
m
er
e
Pa
rk
w
ay

to
A
la
m
ed
a
Co

un
ty

lin
e)

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

22
61
4

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tM

ar
tin

ez
In
te
rm

od
al
St
at
io
n,
in
cl
ud

in
g
an

ad
di
tio

na
l4
25

pa
rk
in
g

sp
ac
es

an
d
ve
hi
cl
e
an
d
pe

de
st
ria

n
br
id
ge
s
(P
ha
se

3)
D
ia
bl
o

22
63
7

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
tB

AR
T
cr
os
so
ve
ra

tP
le
as
an
tH

ill
BA

RT
st
at
io
n

D
ia
bl
o

94
04
5

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Pu
rc
ha
se

ne
w
ex
pr
es
s
bu

se
s
fo
rI

80
ex
pr
es
s
se
rv
ic
e
to

be
pr
ov
id
ed

by
AC

Tr
an
si
t,
Va

lle
jo
Tr
an
si
ta

nd
W
es
tC
AT

(c
ap
ita

lc
os
ts
)

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

94
04
6

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
in
te
rc
ha
ng
es

an
d
pa
ra
lle
la
rt
er
ia
ls
to

Ro
ut
e
4

D
el
ta

94
04
8

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
in
te
rc
ha
ng
es

an
d
pa
ra
lle
la
rt
er
ia
ls
to

I8
0

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

94
53
2

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tt
he

G
at
ew

ay
La
m
or
in
da

Tr
af
fic

Pr
og
ra
m

(in
cl
ud

es
ca
rp
oo

ll
ot

in
La
fa
ye
tt
e,
st
ru
ct
ur
al
an
d
sa
fe
ty
im
pr
ov
em

en
ts
on

M
or
ag
a
Ro

ad
,i
nt
er
se
ct
io
n

re
al
ig
nm

en
ts
,t
ur
n
la
ne

s,
pe

de
st
ria

n
ac
co
m
m
od

at
io
n
an
d
si
gn
al
co
or
di
na
tio

n)

D
ia
bl
o

94
53
8

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tt
he

Ro
ut
e
4
tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
m
an
ag
em

en
ts
ys
te
m

D
el
ta

98
11
5

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

Yg
na
ci
o
Va

lle
y/
Ki
rk
er

Pa
ss
ro
ad
s
fr
om

4
la
ne

s
to

6
la
ne

s
fr
om

M
ic
hi
ga
n

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d
to

Co
w
el
lR
oa
d

D
el
ta

98
12
6

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
in
te
rc
ha
ng
es

an
d
ar
te
ria

ls
pa
ra
lle
lt
o
I6

80
an
d
Ro

ut
e
24

D
ia
bl
o

98
13
2

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

an
d
ex
te
nd

Bo
lli
ng
er

Ca
ny
on

Ro
ad

to
6
la
ne

s
fr
om

A
lc
os
ta

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d
to

D
ou

gh
er
ty
Ro

ad
D
ia
bl
o

98
13
3

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

Pa
ch
ec
o
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d
fr
om

2
to

4
la
ne

s
fr
om

Bl
um

Ro
ad

to
A
rt
hu

r
Ro

ad
D
ia
bl
o

98
13
4

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

D
ou

gh
er
ty
Ro

ad
to

6
la
ne
s
fr
om

Re
d
W
ill
ow

to
Co

nt
ra

Co
st
a
Co

un
ty
lin
e

D
ia
bl
o

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
20

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
50



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Co
nt
ra

Co
st
a

98
14
2

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

Ro
ut
e
4
fr
om

4
la
ne

s
to

8
la
ne
s,
w
ith

H
O
V
la
ne

s,
fr
om

Lo
ve
ri
dg
e
Ro

ad
to

So
m
er
sv
ill
e
Ro

ad
D
el
ta

98
15
7

Co
m
m
itt
ed

En
ha
nc
e
A
C
Tr
an
si
tb

us
se
rv
ic
e
in
Sa
n
Pa
bl
o
co
rr
id
or

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

98
19
3

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ex
te
nd

Pa
no

ra
m
ic
D
ri
ve

fr
om

N
or
th

Co
nc
or
d
BA

RT
st
at
io
n
to

W
ill
ow

Pa
ss
Ro

ad
D
el
ta

98
19
4

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ex
te
nd

Co
m
m
er
ce

A
ve
nu

e
to

W
at
er
w
or
ld
Pa
rk
w
ay
,i
nc
lu
di
ng

co
ns
tr
uc
tio

n
of

ve
hi
cu
la
r
br
id
ge

ov
er

Pi
ne

Cr
ee
k,
in
st
al
la
tio

n
of

tr
ai
ls
an
d
a
pe

de
st
ria

n
br
id
ge

an
d
co
nn

ec
tin

g
W
ill
ow

Pa
ss
Ro

ad
to

Co
nc
or
d
A
ve
nu

e/
Ro

ut
e
24
2
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e

D
ia
bl
o

98
19
6

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

ux
ili
ar
y
la
ne

s
on

Ro
ut
e
24

fr
om

G
at
ew

ay
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d
to

Br
oo

kw
oo

d
Ro

ad
/M

or
ag
a
W
ay

D
ia
bl
o

98
19
8

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
sa
fe
ty
an
d
op

er
at
io
ns

on
Va

sc
o
Ro

ad
in
Co

nt
ra

Co
st
a
Co

un
ty

Tr
iV

al
le
y

98
21
1

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ex
te
nd

I
80

ea
st
bo

un
d
H
O
V
la
ne

s
fr
om

Ro
ut
e
4
to

th
e
Cr
oc
ke
tt
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

98
22
2

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tf
re
ew

ay
to

fr
ee
w
ay

di
re
ct
co
nn

ec
to
rs
be

tw
ee
n
Ro

ut
e
4
By
pa
ss
an
d

Ro
ut
e
16
0

D
el
ta

98
99
9

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

Ro
ut
e
4
fr
om

So
m
er
sv
ill
e
Ro

ad
to

Ro
ut
e
16
0
an
d
im

pr
ov
e
in
te
rc
ha
ng
es

D
el
ta

23
00
84

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

ra
ilr
oa
d
gr
ad
e
se
pa
ra
tio

n
at

th
e
Ri
ch
m
on

d
W
at
er
fr
on

to
n
th
e

M
ar
in
a
Ba

y
Pa
rk
w
ay

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

23
00
90

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ex
pa
nd

an
d
en
ha
nc
e
AC

Tr
an
si
tf
ac
ili
tie

s
in
w
es
te
rn

Co
nt
ra

Co
st
a
Co

un
ty
,

in
cl
ud

in
g
en

vi
ro
nm

en
ta
ls
us
ta
in
ab
ili
ty
pr
oj
ec
ts
,z
er
o
em

is
si
on

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts

an
d
a
ne
w
op

er
at
in
g
fa
ci
lit
y

Co
nt
ra

Co
st
a

Co
un

t y
w
id
e

23
01
23

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ex
pa
nd

ex
is
tin

g
W
es
tC
AT

m
ai
nt
en
an
ce

fa
ci
lit
y
(in

cl
ud

es
la
nd

pu
rc
ha
se
)

Co
nt
ra

Co
st
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
01
27

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
tn

ew
sa
te
lli
te

W
es
tC
AT

m
ai
nt
en
an
ce

fa
ci
lit
y
(in

cl
ud

es
la
nd

pu
rc
ha
se
)

Co
nt
ra

Co
st
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
21

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
51



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Co
nt
ra

Co
st
a

23
01
29

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ex
pa
nd

W
es
tC
AT

se
rv
ic
e,
in
cl
ud

in
g
pu

rc
ha
se

of
ve
hi
cl
es

Co
nt
ra

Co
st
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
01
85

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Es
ta
bl
is
h
ex
pr
es
s
bu

s
se
rv
ic
e
an
d
eB

A
RT

su
pp

or
tn

et
w
or
k
(in

cl
ud

es
pa
rk

an
d

rid
e
lo
ts
an
d
ro
lli
ng

st
oc
k)

Co
nt
ra

Co
st
a

Co
un

t y
w
id
e

23
01
88

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Pu
rc
ha
se

la
nd

in
O
ak
le
y
fo
ru

se
as

a
pa
rk

an
d
rid

e
lo
t

D
el
ta

23
01
93

Co
m
m
itt
ed

En
ha
nc
e
A
C
Tr
an
si
tZ

er
o
Em

is
si
on

Bu
s
(Z
EB

)p
ro
gr
am

,i
nc
lu
di
ng

fu
el
in
g
st
at
io
ns

an
d
ne
w
m
ai
nt
en
an
ce

ba
ys

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

23
01
94

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tA

C
Tr
an
si
tE

nv
ir
on

m
en

ta
lS
us
ta
in
ab
ili
ty

Pr
og
ra
m

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

23
01
95

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
sa
fe
ty
an
d
se
cu
rit
y
on

A
C
Tr
an
si
tv

eh
ic
le
s
an
d
in
fa
ci
lit
ie
s,
in
cl
ud

in
g

in
st
al
lin
g
su
rv
ei
lla
nc
e
sy
st
em

s
an
d
em

er
ge
nc
y
op

er
at
io
ns

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

23
01
96

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tA

C
Tr
an
si
tS

an
Pa
bl
o
D
am

Ro
ad

Tr
an
si
tP

ri
or
ity

M
ea
su
re
s
(T
PM

),
in
cl
ud

in
g
pa
ss
en
ge
r
sa
fe
ty
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
an
d
ro
ad

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

23
02
02

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

Ro
ut
e
4
By
pa
ss
to

4
la
ne
s
fr
om

La
ur
el
Ro

ad
to

Sa
nd

Cr
ee
k
Ro

ad
D
el
ta

23
02
03

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
tR

ou
te

4
By
pa
ss
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
at

Sa
nd

Cr
ee
k
Ro

ad
D
el
ta

23
02
05

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

Ro
ut
e
4
By
pa
ss
to

4
la
ne
s
fr
om

Sa
nd

Cr
ee
k
Ro

ad
to

Ba
lfo

ur
Ro

ad
D
el
ta

23
02
06

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
tR

ou
te

4
By
pa
ss
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
at

Ba
lfo

ur
Ro

ad
(P
ha
se

1)
D
el
ta

23
02
12

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
Cl
ay
to
n
Ro

ad
/T
re
at

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d
in
te
rs
ec
tio

n
an
d
in
cr
ea
se

ca
pa
ci
ty

(in
cl
ud

es
up

gr
ad
in
g
tr
af
fic

si
gn
al
an
d
ge
om

et
ric

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts
)

D
ia
bl
o

23
02
16

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
t2

la
ne

br
id
ge

co
nn

ec
tin

g
W
at
er
w
or
ld
Pa
rk
w
ay

w
ith

M
er
id
ia
n
Pa
rk

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d

D
ia
bl
o

23
02
25

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
an
d
ex
pa
nd

ar
te
ri
al
st
re
et
s
in
ce
nt
ra
lH

er
cu
le
s
fo
r
ex
pr
es
s
bu

s
an
d
ra
il

tr
an
si
tf
ac
ili
tie

s
to

su
pp

or
tt
ra
ns
it
or
ie
nt
ed

de
ve
lo
pm

en
ta

tI
80

/R
ou

te
4

in
te
rs
ec
tio

n

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
22

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
52



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Co
nt
ra

Co
st
a

23
02
27

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
nd

uc
te

ng
in
ee
rin

g,
en

vi
ro
nm

en
ta
la
nd

fin
an
ci
al
fe
as
ib
ili
ty
as
se
ss
m
en
to

fr
ai
l

m
as
s
tr
an
si
tt
o
w
es
te
rn

Co
nt
ra

Co
st
a
Co

un
ty
(in

cl
ud

es
fu
tu
re

st
at
io
n
si
te

ac
qu

is
iti
on

)

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

23
02
29

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

Pi
no

le
V
al
le
y
Ro

ad
ra
m
ps

at
I8

0
to

pr
ov
id
e
a
de
di
ca
te
d
rig

ht
tu
rn

la
ne

on
ea
st
bo

un
d
on

ra
m
p
an
d
bu

s
tu
rn
ou

t/
sh
el
te
ro

n
w
es
tb
ou

nd
on

ra
m
p

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

23
02
32

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tn

ew
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
at

Ro
ut
e
4/
Ph

ill
ip
s
La
ne

D
el
ta

23
02
33

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ex
te
nd

Ja
m
es

D
on

lo
n
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d
to

Ki
rk
er

Pa
ss
Ro

ad
by

co
ns
tr
uc
tin

g
a
ne
w
2

la
ne

ex
pr
es
sw

ay
D
el
ta

23
02
36

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

Pi
tt
sb
ur
g
A
nt
io
ch

H
ig
hw

ay
fr
om

2
la
ne

s
to

4
la
ne
s

D
el
ta

23
02
37

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ex
te
nd

W
es
tL
el
an
d
Ro

ad
fr
om

Sa
n
M
ar
co

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d
to

W
ill
ow

Pa
ss
Ro

ad
(in

cl
ud

es
a
ra
is
ed

m
ed
ia
n,
bi
cy
cl
e
la
ne
s
an
d
si
de

w
al
ks
)

D
el
ta

23
02
38

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

Ca
lif
or
ni
a
A
ve
nu

e
fr
om

2
la
ne
s
to

4
la
ne

s
w
ith

2
le
ft
tu
rn

la
ne

s
D
el
ta

23
02
39

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

an
d
im

pr
ov
e
Bu

sk
ir
k
A
ve
nu

e
be
tw

ee
n
M
on

um
en
tB

ou
le
va
rd

an
d

H
oo

ks
to
n
Ro

ad
to

pr
ov
id
e
2
th
ro
ug
h
la
ne

s
in
ea
ch

di
re
ct
io
n
(in

cl
ud

es
ro
ad

re
al
ig
nm

en
t,
ne
w
tr
af
fic

si
gn
al
s
an
d
bi
cy
cl
e/
pe
de
st
ri
an

st
re
et
sc
ap
e

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts
)

D
ia
bl
o

23
02
40

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

A
dd

ad
di
tio

na
ll
ef
t
or

rig
ht

tu
rn

la
ne
s
at

va
ri
ou

s
in
te
rs
ec
tio

ns
al
on

g
Co

nt
ra

Co
st
a
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d
(b
et
w
ee
n
M
on

um
en

tB
ou

le
va
rd

an
d
2n

d
A
ve
nu

e)
D
ia
bl
o

23
02
47

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

Lo
ne

Tr
ee

W
ay

to
6
la
ne

s
fr
om

O
'H
ar
a
A
ve
nu

e
to

Br
en
tw

oo
d
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d

D
el
ta

23
02
49

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

6
la
ne

gr
ad
e
se
pa
ra
tio

n
un

de
rc
ro
ss
in
g
al
on

g
th
e
U
ni
on

Pa
ci
fic

Ra
ilr
oa
d
lin
e
at

Lo
ne

Tr
ee

W
ay

D
el
ta

23
02
50

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

Br
en

tw
oo

d
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d
fr
om

2
la
ne

s
to

4
la
ne

s
be
tw

ee
n
M
ar
sh

Cr
ee
k
an
d

D
el
ta

Ro
ad

D
el
ta

23
02
53

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Re
pl
ac
e
th
e
ol
d
2
la
ne

Fi
tz
ur
en

Ro
ad

w
ith

a
ne
w
,4

la
ne

di
vi
de
d
ar
te
ri
al

(in
cl
ud

es
sh
ou

ld
er
s,
bi
cy
cl
e
la
ne

s,
a
pa
rk

an
d
rid

e
lo
ta

nd
si
de
w
al
ks
)

D
el
ta

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
23

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
53



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Co
nt
ra

Co
st
a

23
02
74

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

M
ai
n
St
re
et

to
6
la
ne

s
fr
om

Ro
ut
e
16
0
to

Bi
g
Br
ea
k
Ro

ad
D
el
ta

23
02
79

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ex
te
nd

Jo
hn

M
ui
rP

ar
kw

ay
in
H
er
cu
le
s
w
ith

4
tr
af
fic

la
ne
s,
a
br
id
ge
,b
ic
yc
le

pa
th

an
d
la
nd

sc
ap
in
g

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

23
02
88

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

Em
pi
re

A
ve
nu

e
fr
om

2
to

4
la
ne

s
be

tw
ee
n
Lo
ne

Tr
ee

W
ay

an
d
U
ni
on

Pa
ci
fic

Ra
ilr
oa
d
rig

ht
of

w
ay
/A
nt
io
ch

ci
ty
lim

its
D
el
ta

23
02
89

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tM

ai
n
St
re
et

D
ow

nt
ow

n
By
pa
ss
ro
ad

be
tw

ee
n
Vi
nt
ag
e
Pa
rk
w
ay

an
d

2n
d
St
re
et

D
el
ta

23
02
91

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

A
dd

no
rt
hb

ou
nd

tr
uc
k
cl
im

bi
ng

la
ne

an
d
a
bi
cy
cl
e
la
ne

on
Ki
rk
er

Pa
ss
Ro

ad
fr
om

Cl
ea
rb
ro
ok

D
ri
ve

in
Co

nc
or
d
to

ju
st
be
yo
nd

th
e
cr
es
to

fK
irk

er
Pa
ss

D
el
ta

23
02
93

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ad
d
tr
an
si
ts
to
ps
,s
id
ew

al
ks
,a
nd

bi
cy
cl
e
an
d
pe

de
st
ria

n
am

en
iti
es

on
Sa
n
Pa
bl
o

D
am

Ro
ad

in
El
So
br
an
te

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

23
03
06

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

A
dd

a
se
co
nd

so
ut
hb

ou
nd

la
ne

on
A
lh
am

br
a
A
ve
nu

e
fr
om

W
al
nu

tA
ve
nu

e
to

th
e
so
ut
h
si
de

of
H
ig
hw

ay
4
(in

cl
ud

es
si
gn
al
m
od

ifi
ca
tio

ns
)

D
el
ta

23
03
07

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

Ca
m
in
o
Ta
ss
aj
ar
a
Ro

ad
fr
om

2
la
ne

s
to

4
la
ne

s
fr
om

W
in
de

m
er
e

Pa
rk
w
ay

to
th
e
Al
am

ed
a/
Co

nt
ra

Co
st
a
Co

un
ty
lin
e

D
ia
bl
o

23
03
08

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

St
ra
ig
ht
en

cu
rv
es

to
im

pr
ov
e
sa
fe
ty
an
d
op

er
at
io
n
of

A
lh
am

br
a
Va

lle
y
Ro

ad
D
ia
bl
o

23
03
09

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Pr
ov
id
e
ro
lli
ng

st
oc
k,
in
fr
as
tr
uc
tu
re

an
d
in
fo
rm

at
io
n
te
ch
no

lo
gy

fo
rB

us
Ra

pi
d

Tr
an
si
ts
er
vi
ce

in
th
e
Pa
ch
ec
o/
Co

nt
ra

Co
st
a
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d/
N
or
th

M
ai
n
co
rr
id
or

D
ia
bl
o

23
03
18

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ex
te
nd

N
or
th

Ri
ch
m
on

d
tr
uc
k
ro
ut
e
al
on

g
So
to

St
re
et

fr
om

M
ar
ke
tA

ve
nu

e
to

Pa
rr
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

23
03
20

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ex
te
nd

th
e
I6

80
so
ut
hb

ou
nd

H
O
V
la
ne

no
rt
hw

ar
d
fr
om

Li
vo
rn
a
Ro

ad
to

no
rt
h

of
Ru

dg
ea
rR

oa
d

D
ia
bl
o

23
03
21

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tP

ha
se

2
of

H
er
cu
le
s
In
te
rm

od
al
St
at
io
n
(in

cl
ud

es
st
at
io
n
bu

ild
in
g
an
d

ap
pr
ox
im

at
el
y
35
0
pa
rk
in
g
sp
ac
es
)

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
24

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
54



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

M
ar
in 21

03
0

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
U
.S
.1
01
/I
58
0
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
an
d
co
ns
tr
uc
ta

fr
ee
w
ay

to
fr
ee
w
ay

di
re
ct

co
nn

ec
to
r
fr
om

no
rt
hb

ou
nd

U
.S
.1
01

to
ea
st
bo

un
d
I5

80
(p
ro
je
ct
ap
pr
ov
al
an
d

en
vi
ro
nm

en
ta
ld
oc
um

en
tp

ha
se
s
on

ly
)

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

21
30
2

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tM

ar
in
Co

un
ty
's
bi
cy
cl
e
an
d
pe

de
st
ria

n
pr
og
ra
m

M
ar
in

Co
un

t y
w
id
e

21
31
5

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Si
gn
al
iz
e
ra
m
p
in
te
rs
ec
tio

ns
at

U
.S
.1
01
/M

ill
er

Cr
ee
k
Ro

ad
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

21
32
5

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
lo
ca
la
cc
es
s
to

U
.S
.1
01

fr
om

Ta
m
al
pa
is
D
ri
ve

to
ju
st
no

rt
h
of

Si
r

Fr
an
ci
s
D
ra
ke

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

22
43
7

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

ux
ili
ar
y
la
ne

s
at

va
ri
ou

s
lo
ca
tio

ns
al
on

g
U
.S
.1
01

an
d
pr
ov
id
e
bu

s
on

sh
ou

ld
er

op
tio

ns
w
he
re

fe
as
ib
le

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

22
75
3

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tp

ar
k
an
d
rid

e
lo
ts
to

su
pp

or
tr
eg
io
na
le
xp
re
ss
bu

s
se
rv
ic
e

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

94
56
3

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

U
.S
.1
01

fo
r
H
O
V
la
ne

s
(o
ne

in
ea
ch

di
re
ct
io
n)

fr
om

Lu
ck
y
D
ri
ve

in
Co

rt
e

M
ad
er
a
to

N
or
th

Sa
n
Pe
dr
o
Ro

ad
in
Sa
n
Ra

fa
el

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

98
17
9

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
U
.S
.1
01
/T
ib
ur
on

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e,
in
cl
ud

in
g
ci
rc
ul
at
io
n
an
d

si
gn
al
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
to

ne
ar
by

in
te
rs
ec
tio

ns
G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

23
00
60

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pl
em

en
tT

ra
ns
it
Pr
io
ri
ty

M
ea
su
re
s
(T
PM

)o
n
m
aj
or

tr
an
si
tc
or
rid

or
s
(in

cl
ud

es
si
gn
al
pr
io
rit
y,
qu

eu
e
ju
m
p
la
ne
s,
re
al
tim

e
in
fo
rm

at
io
n
an
d
en
ha
nc
ed

pa
ss
en
ge
r
bo

ar
d
ar
ea
s)

M
ar
in

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
00
95

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

Ro
ut
e
1
at

Pa
ci
fic

W
ay

to
pr
ov
id
e
a
M
ui
r
Be

ac
h
bu

s
st
op

M
ar
in

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
01
05

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
pl
ac
e
Pa
ci
fic

W
ay

Br
id
ge

w
ith

ne
w
tw

o
la
ne

br
id
ge

w
ith

a
se
pa
ra
te

bi
cy
cl
e

an
d
pe
de
st
ria

n
pa
th

M
ar
in

Co
un

t y
w
id
e

23
02
52

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ex
pa
nd

M
ar
in
Co

un
ty
lo
ca
lb
us

se
rv
ic
e

M
ar
in

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
04
00

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
ac
ce
ss
to

So
ut
he

rn
M
ar
in
pa
rk
la
nd

s
M
ar
in

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
26

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
56



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

M
ar
in 23
04
06

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
ti
ni
tia

ls
et

of
tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
id
en

tif
ie
d
in
th
e
Ca
na
l

N
ei
gh
bo

rh
oo

d
Co

m
m
un

ity
Ba

se
d
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
Pl
an

M
ar
in

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
04
18

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
ha
bi
lit
at
e
m
aj
or

ro
ad
s
of

co
un

ty
w
id
e
si
gn
ifi
ca
nc
e

M
ar
in

Co
un

t y
w
id
e

23
04
22

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Si
gn
al
iz
e
A
nd

er
se
n
D
ri
ve
/E
as
tS
ir
Fr
an
ci
s
D
ra
ke

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d
in
te
rs
ec
tio

n
G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

23
04
31

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
ti
nt
er
m
od

al
tr
an
si
th

ub
in
So
ut
he

rn
M
ar
in
Pr
io
rit
y
D
ev
el
op

m
en

tA
re
a

an
d/
or

in
th
e
ci
ty
of

N
ov
at
o

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

23
05
02

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
tw

es
tb
ou

nd
I5

80
to

no
rt
hb

ou
nd

U
.S
.1
01

co
nn

ec
to
r

Tr
an
sb
ay

Ba
y
Br
id
ge

23
05
16

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tM

ar
in
Co

un
ty
's
Sa
fe
Ro

ut
es

to
Sc
ho

ol
s
pr
og
ra
m

M
ar
in

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
05
49

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pl
em

en
tl
oc
al
ar
te
ri
al
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
pa
ra
lle
lt
o
U
.S
.1
01

an
d
I5

80
(in

cl
ud

es
si
gn
al
iz
at
io
n,
si
gn
al
co
nt
ro
lle
ru

pg
ra
de
s,
si
gn
al
co
or
di
na
tio

n
an
d
ge
om

et
ric

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts
)

M
ar
in

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
06
94

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Lo
ca
ls
tr
ee
ts
an
d
ro
ad
s
m
ai
nt
en
an
ce

M
ar
in

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
07
09

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tr
ou

tin
e
m
ai
nt
en
an
ce

of
bi
cy
cl
e
an
d
pe
de
st
ri
an

Cl
as
s
If
ac
ili
tie

s
M
ar
in

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
07
11

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tp

ar
ki
ng

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts
at

La
rk
sp
ur

fe
rr
y
te
rm

in
al

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
27

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
57



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

N
ap

a 22
74
6

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

Ro
ut
e
29
/F
ir
st
St
re
et

ov
er
cr
os
si
ng

to
4
la
ne

s
N
ap
a
Va

lle
y

94
07
3

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

fly
ov
er

co
nn

ec
tin

g
so
ut
hb

ou
nd

Ro
ut
e
22
1
to

so
ut
hb

on
d
ro
ut
es

12
an
d
29

(e
nv
iro

nm
en
ta
la
nd

de
si
gn

ph
as
es
)

N
or
th

Ba
y

Ea
st

W
es
t

94
07
5

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
tg

ra
de

se
pa
ra
tio

n
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
at

Ro
ut
e
12
/R
ou

te
29

in
te
rs
ec
tio

n
(e
nv
ir
on

m
en
ta
lp
ha
se
)

N
or
th

Ba
y

Ea
st

W
es
t

94
07
6

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tt
he

Tr
an
ca
s
in
te
rm

od
al
fa
ci
lit
y
ad
ja
ce
nt

to
th
e
Ro

ut
e
29

an
d

Re
dw

oo
d
Ro

ad
/T
ra
nc
as

St
re
et

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e

N
ap
a
Va

lle
y

23
03
71

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tA

D
A
co
m
pl
ia
nt

pe
de
st
ria

n
an
d
bi
cy
cl
e
pa
th

fr
om

Pr
es
id
en

ts
Ci
rc
le
to

ra
ilr
oa
d
tr
ac
k
in
Yo

un
tv
ill
e

N
ap
a
Va

lle
y

23
03
73

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tp

ed
es
tr
ia
n
an
d
bi
cy
cl
e
pa
th
w
ay

fr
om

M
ad
is
on

St
re
et

to
So
la
no

A
ve
nu

e
N
ap
a
Va

lle
y

23
03
74

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tp

ed
es
tr
ia
n
cr
os
sw

al
k
at

Ch
ar
te
rO

ak
an
d
M
ai
n
St
re
et
s
in
St
.H

el
en
a

N
ap
a
Va

lle
y

23
03
76

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tp

ed
es
tr
ia
n
an
d
bi
cy
cl
e
cr
os
si
ng

at
Tu
nn

el
of

El
m
s
in
St
.H

el
en
a

N
ap
a
Va

lle
y

23
03
77

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tp

ed
es
tr
ia
n
an
d
bi
cy
cl
e
cr
os
si
ng

ov
er

Su
lp
hu

r
Cr
ee
k
at

O
ak

A
ve
nu

e
in

St
.H

el
en
a

N
ap
a
Va

lle
y

23
03
78

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pl
em

en
ta

cc
es
si
bi
lit
y
im

pr
ov
em

en
tp

ro
je
ct
s
in
do

w
nt
ow

n
St
.H

el
en
a,

in
cl
ud

in
g
cu
rb

cu
ts

N
ap
a
Va

lle
y

23
03
79

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
th
e
tr
uc
k
ro
ut
e
be

tw
ee
n
Ad

am
s
St
re
et

an
d
M
ai
n
St
re
et

N
ap
a
Va

lle
y

23
03
81

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
si
gn
al
iz
at
io
n
al
on

g
M
ai
n
St
re
et

in
St
.H

el
en
a

N
ap
a
Va

lle
y

23
03
87

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

ro
un

da
bo

ut
or

im
pr
ov
e
tr
af
fic

si
gn
al
s
to

im
pr
ov
e
sa
fe
ty
at

th
e
D
ee
r

Pa
rk
/S
ilv
er
ad
o
Tr
ai
li
nt
er
se
ct
io
n

N
ap
a
Va

lle
y

23
03
88

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
th
e
sa
fe
ty
of

th
e
O
ak

Kn
ol
l/
Si
lv
er
ad
o
Tr
ai
li
nt
er
se
ct
io
n

N
ap
a
Va

lle
y

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
28

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
58



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

N
ap

a 23
03
89

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
th
e
sa
fe
ty
of

th
e
Yo

un
tv
ill
e
Cr
os
s/
Si
lv
er
ad
o
Tr
ai
li
nt
er
se
ct
io
n

N
ap
a
Va

lle
y

23
03
90

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
th
e
sa
fe
ty
of

th
e
O
ak
vi
lle

Cr
os
sr
oa
d/
Ro

ut
e
29

in
te
rs
ec
tio

n
N
ap
a
Va

lle
y

23
03
92

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ex
te
nd

D
ev
lin

Ro
ad

fr
om

Fa
ga
n
Cr
ee
k
to

G
re
en

Is
la
nd

Ro
ad

N
ap
a
Va

lle
y

23
03
93

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tm

id
dl
e
tu
rn

la
ne

on
Ro

ut
e
29

fr
om

G
al
le
ro
n
La
ne

to
St
.H

el
en
a

N
ap
a
Va

lle
y

23
03
94

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
th
e
tr
af
fic

si
gn
al
s
at

So
la
no

an
d
W
in
e
Co

un
tr
y
av
en
ue
s
(in

cl
ud

es
ro
ad

w
id
en
in
g,
dr
ai
na
ge

an
d
ra
il
cr
os
si
ng

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts
)

N
ap
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
04
83

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Pr
ep
ar
e
Pr
oj
ec
tS
tu
dy

Re
po

rt
(P
SR
)t
o
im

pr
ov
e
Si
lv
er
ad
o

Tr
ai
l/
Th
ird

/C
oo

m
bs
vi
lle
/E
as
ti
nt
er
se
ct
io
n
an
d
im

pr
ov
e
Si
lv
er
ad
o
Tr
ai
ls
ou

th
of

Fi
rs
tS

tr
ee
t

N
ap
a
Va

lle
y

23
04
84

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

In
st
al
lt
ra
ff
ic
si
gn
al
s
on

Im
ol
a
Av

en
ue

at
Ro

ut
e
29

ra
m
ps

in
N
ap
a

N
ap
a
Va

lle
y

23
04
86

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ex
te
nd

D
ev
lin

Ro
ad

fr
om

To
w
er

Ro
ad

to
A
irp

ar
k
Ro

ad
in
Am

er
ic
an

Ca
ny
on

N
ap
a
Va

lle
y

23
04
98

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tC

la
ss
Ib
ic
yc
le
tr
ai
lf
ro
m

Ro
ut
e
29

to
Si
lv
er
ad
o
Tr
ai
l

N
ap
a
Va

lle
y

23
04
99

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tb

ic
yc
le
/p
ed

es
tr
ia
n
pa
th

fr
om

O
ak

Ci
rc
le
to

so
ut
h
Yo

un
tv
ill
e
to
w
n

lim
it

N
ap
a
Va

lle
y

23
05
08

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

El
ev
at
e
So
la
no

A
ve
nu

e
fr
om

Yo
un

tv
ill
e
to

D
ry

Cr
ee
k

N
ap
a
Va

lle
y

23
05
18

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

ro
un

da
bo

ut
at

Fo
re
st
Ro

ad
/R
ou

te
12
8

N
ap
a
Va

lle
y

23
05
19

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
th
e
sa
fe
ty
of

th
e
Ro

ut
e
29

/R
ou

te
12
8
(R
ut
he

rf
or
d
Cr
os
sr
oa
d)

in
te
rs
ec
tio

n
by

co
ns
tr
uc
tin

g
a
ro
un

da
bo

ut
or

im
pr
ov
in
g
si
gn
al
op

er
at
io
ns

N
ap
a
Va

lle
y

23
05
99

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pl
em

en
tP

ha
se

2
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
to

Ro
ut
e
12

(J
am

ie
so
n
Ca

ny
on

),
in
cl
ud

in
g

gr
ad
e
re
al
ig
nm

en
ta

nd
fu
ll
sa
fe
ty
ba
rr
ie
r

N
or
th

Ba
y

Ea
st

W
es
t

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
29

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
59



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

N
ap

a 23
06
22

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tn

ew
bi
cy
cl
e/
pe

de
st
ria

n
tr
ai
lt
hr
ou

gh
A
m
er
ic
an

Ca
ny
on

N
ap
a
Va

lle
y

23
06
95

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Lo
ca
ls
tr
ee
ts
an
d
ro
ad
s
m
ai
nt
en
an
ce

N
ap
a

Co
un

t y
w
id
e

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
30

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
60



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Sa
n
Fr
an

ci
sc
o

21
50
2

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pl
em

en
tp

ed
es
tr
ia
n
pr
oj
ec
ts
,i
nc
lu
di
ng

si
de

w
al
k
re
pa
ir,

cr
os
si
ng

si
gn
al
,

si
gn
ag
e
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
an
d
an

ed
uc
at
io
n
ca
m
pa
ig
n

Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o

21
50
3

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pl
em

en
ta

tr
af
fic

ca
lm

in
g
pr
og
ra
m

ai
m
ed

at
re
du

ci
ng

au
to

tr
af
fic

sp
ee
ds

an
d

im
pr
ov
in
g
pe
de
st
ria

n
an
d
bi
cy
cl
is
ts
af
et
y
th
ro
ug
ho

ut
Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o

Sa
n

Fr
an
ci
sc
o

21
50
4

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
ro
ad
w
ay
s
th
ro
ug
ho

ut
Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o
by

in
st
al
lin
g
ne

w
tr
af
fic

si
gn
s
an
d

si
gn
al
s,
pr
ov
id
in
g
ne
w
tr
an
si
tl
an
e
m
ar
ki
ng
s,
in
st
al
lin
g
ne
w
pa
rk
in
g
m
et
er
s
an
d

re
lo
ca
tin

g
a
tr
af
fic

m
ai
nt
en
an
ce

sh
op

Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o

21
50
5

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
pa
ir
an
d
re
tr
of
it
lo
ca
lb
rid

ge
st
ru
ct
ur
es

an
d
pe

de
st
ri
an

ov
er
cr
os
si
ng
s

Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o

21
51
0

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ex
te
nd

th
e
Th
ird

St
re
et

Li
gh
tR

ai
ll
in
e
fr
om

no
rt
h
of

Ki
ng

St
re
et

to
Cl
ay

St
re
et

in
Ch

in
at
ow

n
vi
a
a
ne
w
Ce

nt
ra
lS
ub

w
ay
,i
nc
lu
di
ng

th
e
pu

rc
ha
se

of
lig
ht

ra
il

ve
hi
cl
es

Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o

21
53
3

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Pl
an
tt
re
es

an
d
m
ai
nt
ai
n
ne
w
an
d
ex
is
tin

g
tr
ee
s
in
pu

bl
ic
ri
gh
ts

of
w
ay

th
ro
ug
ho

ut
Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o

Sa
n

Fr
an
ci
sc
o

21
53
5

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pl
em

en
tT

ra
ve
lD

em
an
d
M
an
ag
em

en
t(
TD

M
)p

ro
gr
am

,i
nc
lu
di
ng

tr
an
si
t

ro
ut
e
pl
an
ni
ng
,b
ic
yc
le
an
d
pe
de
st
ria

n
pl
an
ni
ng

an
d
tr
an
si
t
or
ie
nt
ed

de
ve
lo
pm

en
ts
tu
di
es

an
d
pl
an
ni
ng

Sa
n

Fr
an
ci
sc
o

21
54
9

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pl
em

en
td

ire
ct
ac
ce
ss
ro
ut
e
fr
om

H
un

te
rs
Po

in
tS

hi
py
ar
d
to

U
.S
.1
01
,

in
cl
ud

in
g
re
pa
vi
ng

ex
is
tin

g
ro
ad
w
ay

an
d
ad
di
ng

ne
w
cu
rb
s
an
d
cu
rb

ra
m
ps
,

si
de

w
al
ks
,s
tr
ee
tl
ig
ht
in
g,
tr
ee
s
an
d
ro
ut
e
si
gn
ag
e

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

22
24
9

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

U
pg
ra
de

an
d
ex
te
nd

st
re
et
s
an
d
ot
he
r
ve
hi
cu
la
r
fa
ci
lit
ie
s
th
ro
ug
ho

ut
Sa
n

Fr
an
ci
sc
o

Sa
n

Fr
an
ci
sc
o

22
41
2

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Pu
rc
ha
se

lig
ht

ra
il
ve
hi
cl
es

to
ex
pa
nd

M
un

ir
ai
ls
er
vi
ce

Sa
n

Fr
an
ci
sc
o

22
41
5

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Pr
ov
id
e
ne
w
hi
st
or
ic
st
re
et
ca
rs
er
vi
ce

al
on

g
th
e
Em

ba
rc
ad
er
o
be

tw
ee
n
th
e

Ca
ltr
ai
n
St
at
io
n
an
d
Fi
sh
er
m
an
's
W
ha
rf
;e
xt
en
d
st
re
et
ca
rs
er
vi
ce

fr
om

Fi
sh
er
m
an
's
W
ha
rf
to

Fo
rt
M
as
on

Sa
n

Fr
an
ci
sc
o

22
42
0

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pl
em

en
tB

us
Ra

pi
d
Tr
an
si
t(
BR

T)
an
d
Tr
an
si
tP

re
fe
re
nt
ia
lS
tr
ee
ts
(T
PS
)

pr
og
ra
m
s
th
ro
ug
ho

ut
Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o

Sa
n

Fr
an
ci
sc
o

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
31

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
61



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Sa
n
Fr
an

ci
sc
o

22
46
2

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pl
em

en
tb

ic
yc
lin
g
pr
og
ra
m
s,
in
cl
ud

in
g
co
ns
tr
uc
tio

n
an
d
re
ha
bi
lit
at
io
n
of

bi
cy
cl
e
la
ne

s
an
d
pa
th
s;
im

pr
ov
e
si
gn
ag
e
an
d
cr
os
si
ng
s;
an
d
im

pl
em

en
ta

pu
bl
ic

aw
ar
en
es
s
ca
m
pa
ig
n

Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o

22
51
2

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Pr
ov
id
e
ca
pi
ta
li
m
pr
ov
em

en
ts
to

su
pp

or
tf
er
ry

se
rv
ic
e
be

tw
ee
n
Tr
ea
su
re

Is
la
nd

an
d
Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o

Tr
an
sb
ay

Ba
y
Br
id
ge

22
98
2

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

En
ha
nc
e
tr
an
si
tp

ro
gr
am

s
in
Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o
th
at

pr
om

ot
e
sy
st
em

co
nn

ec
tiv
ity

an
d
ac
ce
ss
ib
ili
ty
,c
lo
se

se
rv
ic
e
ga
ps

an
d
ex
pa
nd

tr
an
si
ts
er
vi
ce

Sa
n

Fr
an
ci
sc
o

22
98
4

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tn

ew
/r
ec
on

st
ru
ct
ex
is
tin

g
w
he
el
ch
ai
r
cu
rb

ra
m
ps

Sa
n

Fr
an
ci
sc
o

94
63
2

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ex
te
nd

Th
ird

St
re
et

Li
gh
tR

ai
lf
ro
m
Fo
ur
th

an
d
Ki
ng

st
re
et
s
to

Ba
ys
ho

re
Ca
ltr
ai
n

St
at
io
n

Sa
n

Fr
an
ci
sc
o

98
59
3

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Fu
nd

th
e
In
te
gr
at
ed

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
M
an
ag
em

en
tS
ys
te
m

(S
Fg
o)

Sa
n

Fr
an
ci
sc
o

23
01
61

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
ta

Bu
s
Ra

pi
d
Tr
an
si
t(
BR

T)
pr
oj
ec
to

n
Va

n
N
es
s
A
ve
nu

e
(in

cl
ud

es
de

di
ca
te
d
tr
an
si
tl
an
es
,s
ig
na
lp
rio

rit
y
an
d
pe

de
st
ria

n
an
d
ur
ba
n
de

si
gn

up
gr
ad
es
)

Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o

23
01
64

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pl
em

en
ta

Bu
s
Ra

pi
d
Tr
an
si
t(
BR

T)
pr
oj
ec
to

n
G
ea
ry

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d
(in

cl
ud

es
de

di
ca
te
d
tr
an
si
tl
an
es
,s
ig
na
lp
rio

rit
y
an
d
pe

de
st
ria

n
an
d
ur
ba
n
de

si
gn

up
gr
ad
es
)

Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o

23
01
68

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
th
e
G
re
at

H
ig
hw

ay
be

tw
ee
n
Li
nc
ol
n
W
ay

an
d
48
th

A
ve
nu

e
(in

cl
ud

es
re
su
rf
ac
in
g
ro
ad
w
ay
,i
ns
ta
lli
ng

dr
ai
na
ge

sy
st
em

s
an
d
co
ns
tr
uc
tin

g
m
ed
ia
ns
)

Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o

23
02
07

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pl
em

en
ta

Bu
s
Ra

pi
d
Tr
an
si
t(
BR

T)
pr
oj
ec
to

n
th
e
G
en

ev
a
A
ve
nu

e/
H
ar
ne
y

W
ay

co
rr
id
or

(in
cl
ud

es
ne
w
in
fr
as
tr
uc
tu
re

an
d
ro
lli
ng

st
oc
k)

Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o

23
02
11

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ex
te
nd

tr
ol
le
y
co
ac
h
in
fr
as
tr
uc
tu
re

in
to

M
is
si
on

Ba
y
al
on

g
16
th

St
re
et

an
d

Th
ird

St
re
et
,a
nd

im
pl
em

en
tt
ra
ns
it
si
gn
al
pr
io
rit
y
al
on

g
16

th
St
re
et

an
d

Fi
llm

or
e
St
re
et

Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o

23
02
15

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ex
te
nd

ex
is
tin

g
tr
ol
le
y
co
ac
h
lin
es

th
ro
ug
ho

ut
Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o

Sa
n

Fr
an
ci
sc
o

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
32

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
62



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Sa
n
Fr
an

ci
sc
o

23
03
64

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
w
at
er

ac
ce
ss
to

Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o
pa
rk
s

Sa
n

Fr
an
ci
sc
o

23
04
90

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
co
ns
tr
uc
t
an
d
w
id
en

H
ar
ne
y
W
ay

to
8
la
ne

s
(6

m
ix
ed

flo
w
,2

bu
s
on

ly
fo
rB

us
Ra

pi
d
Tr
an
si
ts
er
vi
ce
)a
nd

im
pr
ov
e
bi
cy
cl
e
la
ne

s
an
d
si
de
w
al
ks

Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o

23
05
17

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
tr
an
si
ta

nd
ro
ad
w
ay

co
nn

ec
tiv
ity

be
tw

ee
n
Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o
an
d
Sa
n

M
at
eo

co
un

tie
s

Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o

23
05
55

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Re
co
ns
tr
uc
tr
am

ps
on

th
e
ea
st
si
de

of
th
e
Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o
O
ak
la
nd

Ba
y
Br
id
ge
's

Ye
rb
a
Bu

en
a
Is
la
nd

tu
nn

el
Tr
an
sb
ay

Ba
y
Br
id
ge

23
05
81

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o
fe
rr
y
in
fr
as
tr
uc
tu
re
,i
nc
lu
di
ng

te
rm

in
al
s,
in
te
rm

od
al

co
nn

ec
tio

ns
,f
er
ry

be
rt
hs
,e
m
er
ge
nc
y
re
sp
on

se
sy
st
em

s
an
d
la
nd

si
de

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts

Sa
n

Fr
an
ci
sc
o

23
05
85

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
th
e
fu
nc
tio

na
lit
y,
sa
fe
ty
an
d
at
tr
ac
tiv
en

es
s
of

lo
ca
ls
tr
ee
ts
an
d

ar
te
ri
al
s
in
Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o

Sa
n

Fr
an
ci
sc
o

23
05
94

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o
BA

RT
st
at
io
ns

to
en
ha
nc
e
pa
ss
en
ge
r
sa
fe
ty
,a
cc
es
si
bi
lit
y

an
d
ca
pa
ci
ty
,i
m
pr
ov
e
si
gn
ag
e
an
d
pr
ov
id
e
re
al
tim

e
tr
an
si
ti
nf
or
m
at
io
n

Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o

23
06
96

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Lo
ca
ls
tr
ee
ts
an
d
ro
ad
s
m
ai
nt
en
an
ce

Sa
n

Fr
an
ci
sc
o

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
33

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
63



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Sa
n
M
at
eo

21
60
2

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
co
ns
tr
uc
t
U
.S
.1
01
/B
ro
ad
w
ay

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

21
60
3

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

M
od

ify
U
.S
.1
01
/W

oo
ds
id
e
Ro

ad
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

21
60
4

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

ux
ili
ar
y
la
ne

s
(o
ne

in
ea
ch

di
re
ct
io
n)

on
U
.S
.1
01

fr
om

Si
er
ra

Po
in
t

to
Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o
Co

un
ty
lin
e

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

21
60
6

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Re
co
ns
tr
uc
tU

.S
.1
01
/W

ill
ow

Ro
ad

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

21
60
7

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

M
od

ify
U
ni
ve
rs
ity

A
ve
nu

e
ov
er
cr
os
si
ng

of
U
.S
.1
01

to
im
pr
ov
e
op

er
at
io
na
l

ef
fic
ie
nc
y
an
d
sa
fe
ty
(in

cl
ud

es
w
id
en
in
g
of

ov
er
cr
os
si
ng
,c
on

st
ru
ct
in
g
ne
w

so
ut
hb

ou
nd

of
f
ra
m
p
an
d
au
xi
lia
ry

la
ne
,a
nd

ad
di
ng

bi
cy
cl
e
la
ne
s)

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

21
60
8

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

ux
ili
ar
y
la
ne

s
(o
ne

in
ea
ch

di
re
ct
io
n)

on
U
.S
.1
01

fr
om

M
ar
sh

Ro
ad

to
Em

ba
rc
ad
er
o
Ro

ad
Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

21
60
9

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
lo
ca
la
cc
es
s
fr
om

Sn
ea
th

La
ne

an
d
Sa
n
Br
un

o
A
ve
nu

e
to

I2
80
/I
38
0

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
(s
tu
dy

ph
as
e
on

ly
)

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

21
61
0

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

ux
ili
ar
y
la
ne

s
(o
ne

in
ea
ch

di
re
ct
io
n)

on
U
.S
.1
01

fr
om

Sa
n
Br
un

o
A
ve
nu

e
to

G
ra
nd

A
ve
nu

e
Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

21
61
2

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
ac
ce
ss
to
/f
ro
m

w
es
ts
id
e
of

D
um

ba
rt
on

Br
id
ge

on
Ro

ut
e
84

co
nn

ec
tin

g
to

U
.S
.1
01

(in
cl
ud

es
fly
ov
er
s,
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
an
d

co
nv
er
si
on

of
W
ill
ow

Ro
ad

be
tw

ee
n
Ro

ut
e
84

an
d
U
.S
.1
01

to
ex
pr
es
sw

ay
)

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

21
61
3

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
Ro

ut
e
92

fr
om

Sa
n
M
at
eo

H
ay
w
ar
d
Br
id
ge

to
I2

80
(in

cl
ud

es
w
id
en
in
g

an
d
up

hi
ll
pa
ss
in
g
la
ne

fr
om

U
.S
.1
01

to
I2

80
)

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

21
61
5

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
co
ns
tr
uc
t
I2

80
/R
ou

te
1
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e,
in
cl
ud

in
g
ra
m
ps

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

21
62
3

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
Ca
ltr
ai
n
st
at
io
ns

(in
cl
ud

es
up

gr
ad
es
/r
el
oc
at
io
n
of

pl
at
fo
rm

s,
ne
w

pl
at
fo
rm

s,
pe

de
st
ria

n
tu
nn

el
s,
pe
de
st
ria

n
cr
os
si
ng
s
an
d
pa
rk
in
g
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
)

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

21
62
4

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pl
em

en
ta

n
in
ce
nt
iv
e
pr
og
ra
m

to
su
pp

or
tt
ra
ns
it
or
ie
nt
ed

de
ve
lo
pm

en
ts

w
ith

in
1/
2
m
ile

of
Ca
ltr
ai
n
st
at
io
ns

th
at

ha
ve

a
m
in
im

um
de

ns
ity

of
40

un
its

pe
r

ac
re

Sa
n
M
at
eo

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
34

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
64



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Sa
n
M
at
eo

21
62
6

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pl
em

en
tC

al
tr
ai
n
gr
ad
e
se
pa
ra
tio

n
pr
og
ra
m

in
Sa
n
M
at
eo

Co
un

ty
Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

21
89
2

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

W
oo

ds
id
e
Ro

ad
fr
om

4
to

6
la
ne

s
fr
om

El
Ca
m
in
o
Re

al
to

Br
oa
dw

ay
Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

21
89
3

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

Ro
ut
e
92

fr
om

H
al
fM

oo
n
Ba
y
ci
ty
lim

its
an
d
Pi
la
rc
ito

s
Cr
ee
k
(in

cl
ud

es
w
id
en
in
g
sh
ou

ld
er
s
an
d
tr
av
el
la
ne
s
to

st
an
da
rd

w
id
th
s
an
d
st
ra
ig
ht
en

in
g

cu
rv
es
)

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

22
12
0

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
tf
er
ry

te
rm

in
al
at

Re
dw

oo
d
Ci
ty

Tr
an
sb
ay

Sa
n
M
at
eo

22
22
6

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tB

ay
sh
or
e
In
te
rm

od
al
Fa
ci
lit
y
fo
rC

al
tr
ai
n,
M
un

il
ig
ht

ra
il,
an
d
M
un

i
an
d
Sa
m
Tr
an
s
bu

se
s
(in

cl
ud

es
cr
os
s
pl
at
fo
rm

tr
an
si
tt
ra
ns
fe
rs
be

tw
ee
n
M
un

i
Th
ird

St
re
et

lig
ht

ra
il
st
at
io
n
an
d
Ca
ltr
ai
n
Ba

ys
ho

re
st
at
io
n)

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

22
22
7

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ex
te
nd

G
en

ev
a
A
ve
nu

e
to

th
e
U
.S
.1
01
/C
an
dl
es
tic
k
Po

in
ti
nt
er
ch
an
ge

(in
cl
ud

es
Ca
ltr
ai
n
gr
ad
e
se
pa
ra
tio

n
at

Tu
nn

el
A
ve
nu

e
an
d
ot
he
rl
oc
al
st
re
et

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts
)

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

22
22
9

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
co
ns
tr
uc
t
U
.S
.1
01
/S
ie
rr
a
Po

in
tP

ar
kw

ay
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
(in

cl
ud

es
ex
te
ns
io
n
of

La
go
on

W
ay

to
U
.S
.1
01
)

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

22
23
0

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

ux
ili
ar
y
la
ne

s
(o
ne

in
ea
ch

di
re
ct
io
n)

on
I2

80
fr
om

I3
80

to
H
ic
ke
y

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

22
23
2

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
ts
tr
ee
ts
ca
pe

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts
on

M
is
si
on

St
re
et

(R
ou

te
82
)f
ro
m

Jo
hn

D
al
y
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d
to

Sa
n
Pe
dr
o
Ro

ad
Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

22
23
9

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

M
an
or

D
ri
ve

ov
er
cr
os
si
ng

at
Ro

ut
e
1
(in

cl
ud

es
ne
w
tr
af
fic

si
gn
al
s
at

in
te
rs
ec
tio

n)
Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

22
26
1

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
pl
ac
e
Sa
n
Pe
dr
o
Cr
ee
k
Br
id
ge

ov
er

Ro
ut
e
1

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

22
26
8

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Pr
ov
id
e
co
un

ty
w
id
e
sh
ut
tle

se
rv
ic
e
be
tw

ee
n
Ca
ltr
ai
n
st
at
io
ns

an
d
m
aj
or

ac
tiv
ity

ce
nt
er
s
(in

cl
ud

es
pu

rc
ha
se

of
ve
hi
cl
es
)

Sa
n
M
at
eo

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

22
27
1

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

Sk
yl
in
e
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d
(R
ou

te
35

)f
ro
m

2
to

4
la
ne

s
be
tw

ee
n
I2

80
an
d

Sn
ea
th

La
ne

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
35

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
65



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Sa
n
M
at
eo

22
27
4

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

In
st
al
la
n
In
te
lli
ge
nt

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
Sy
st
em

(IT
S)
an
d
a
Tr
af
fic

O
pe
ra
tio

n
Sy
st
em

(T
O
S)
co
un

ty
w
id
e

Sa
n
M
at
eo

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

22
27
9

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tn

ew
U
.S
.1
01
/P
ro
du

ce
A
ve
nu

e
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
(in

cl
ud

es
re
pl
ac
em

en
to

f
Pr
od

uc
e
A
ve
nu

e
on

an
d
of
f
ra
m
ps

an
d
So
ut
h
A
irp

or
tB

ou
le
va
rd

ra
m
ps

to
U
.S
.

10
1
at

W
on

de
rc
ol
or

La
ne
)

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

22
28
2

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
U
.S
.1
01

op
er
at
io
ns

ne
ar

Ro
ut
e
92

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

22
61
5

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
st
at
io
n
fa
ci
lit
ie
s
an
d
ot
he
rr
ai
li
m
pr
ov
em

en
ts
in
Re

dw
oo

d
Ci
ty
,M

en
lo

Pa
rk

an
d
Ea
st
Pa
lo
A
lto

in
co
nj
un

ct
io
n
w
ith

th
e
D
um

ba
rt
on

Ra
il
Co

rr
id
or

Tr
an
sb
ay

Sa
n
M
at
eo

22
72
6

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tf
er
ry

se
rv
ic
e
be

tw
ee
n
So
ut
h
Sa
n
Fr
an
ci
sc
o
an
d
Al
am

ed
a/
O
ak
la
nd

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

22
75
1

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
op

er
at
io
ns

an
d
sa
fe
ty
of

Ro
ut
e
1
in
H
al
fM

oo
n
Ba

y
(in

cl
ud

es
ex
te
nd

in
g

Ro
ut
e
1
to

H
al
fM

oo
n
Ba

y
ci
ty
lim

its
an
d
ch
an
ne

liz
at
io
n
at

lo
ca
li
nt
er
se
ct
io
ns
)

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

22
75
6

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
co
ns
tr
uc
t
U
.S
.1
01
/C
an
dl
es
tic
k
Po

in
ti
nt
er
ch
an
ge

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

94
64
3

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

Ro
ut
e
92

fr
om

H
al
fM

oo
n
Ba
y
ci
ty
lim

its
to

Ro
ut
e
1
(in

cl
ud

es
ad
di
ng

le
ft

tu
rn

la
ne

s,
si
gn
al
m
od

ifi
ca
tio

ns
,s
ho

ul
de

rs
an
d
bi
cy
cl
e
la
ne

s)
Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

94
64
4

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tw

es
tb
ou

nd
sl
ow

ve
hi
cl
e
la
ne

on
Ro

ut
e
92

fr
om

Ro
ut
e
35

to
I2

80
Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

94
65
6

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
tD

ev
il'
s
Sl
id
e
By
pa
ss
be
tw

ee
n
M
on

ta
ra

an
d
Pa
ci
fic
a

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

94
66
7

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Pr
ov
id
e
Sa
m
Tr
an
s
A
m
er
ic
an
s
w
ith

D
is
ab
ili
tie

s
Ac
t(
AD

A)
pa
ra
tr
an
si
ts
er
vi
ce
s

(in
cl
ud

es
op

er
at
in
g
su
pp

or
ta

nd
pu

rc
ha
se

of
ne
w
pa
ra
tr
an
si
tv
eh
ic
le
s)

Sa
n
M
at
eo

Co
un

t y
w
id
e

98
17
6

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

ux
ili
ar
y
la
ne

s
on

U
.S
.1
01

fr
om

3r
d
A
ve
nu

e
to

M
ill
br
ae

an
d

re
co
ns
tr
uc
tU

.S
.1
01
/P
en

in
su
la
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

98
20
4

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

A
dd

tr
av
el
la
ne

(o
ne

in
ea
ch

di
re
ct
io
n)

on
Ro

ut
e
1
(C
al
er
a
Pa
rk
w
ay
)b

et
w
ee
n

Fa
ss
le
r
A
ve
nu

e
an
d
W
es
tp
or
tD

riv
e
in
Pa
ci
fic
a
(in

cl
ud

es
tr
af
fic

si
gn
al

co
or
di
na
tio

n
on

Fa
ss
le
r
A
ve
nu

e
an
d
Re

in
a
D
el
M
ar

Av
en
ue
)

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
36

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
66



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Sa
n
M
at
eo

23
01
92

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
Sa
m
Tr
an
s
bu

s
se
rv
ic
es

(in
cl
ud

es
en
ha
nc
ed

se
rv
ic
e
le
ve
ls
,t
ra
ns
it

pr
io
rit
y
m
ea
su
re
s,
si
gn
al
tim

in
g
an
d
de

di
ca
te
d
bu

s
la
ne

s)
Sa
n
M
at
eo

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
03
49

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
lo
ca
la
cc
es
s
to

N
at
io
na
lP
ar
k
Se
rv
ic
e
(N
PS
)l
an
ds

in
Sa
n
M
at
eo

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

23
04
17

Co
m
m
itt
ed

M
od

ify
U
.S
.1
01
/H
ol
ly
St
re
et

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
(in

cl
ud

es
w
id
en
in
g
ea
st
bo

un
d
to

no
rt
hb

ou
nd

lo
op

to
2
la
ne

s
an
d
el
im

in
at
in
g
no

rt
hb

ou
nd

to
w
es
tb
ou

nd
lo
op

)
Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

23
04
24

Co
m
m
itt
ed

M
od

ify
Ro

ut
e
92
/E
lC
am

in
o
Re

al
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

23
04
28

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ex
te
nd

Bl
om

qu
is
tS

tr
ee
to

ve
rR

ed
w
oo

d
Cr
ee
k
to

Ea
st
Ba
ys
ho

re
an
d
Ba

ir
Is
la
nd

Ro
ad

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

23
04
30

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tS

an
M
at
eo

's
bi
cy
cl
e
an
d
pe

de
st
ria

n
pr
og
ra
m

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

23
04
34

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tl
oc
al
ci
rc
ul
at
io
n
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
an
d
th
e
lo
ca
ls
tr
ee
ts
tr
af
fic

m
an
ag
em

en
tp

ro
gr
am

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

23
05
92

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
st
re
et
sc
ap
e
an
d
tr
af
fic

ca
lm
in
g
al
on

g
Ba

y
Ro

ad
,a
nd

co
ns
tr
uc
tn

ew
no

rt
he

rn
ac
ce
ss
co
nn

ec
tio

n
be

tw
ee
n
D
em

et
er

St
re
et

an
d
U
ni
ve
rs
ity

A
ve
nu

e
Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

23
06
97

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Lo
ca
ls
tr
ee
ts
an
d
ro
ad
s
m
ai
nt
en
an
ce

Sa
n
M
at
eo

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
07
04

Co
m
m
itt
ed

M
ak
e
Ro

ut
e
92

op
er
at
io
na
li
m
pr
ov
em

en
ts
to

Ch
es
s
D
riv

e
on

ra
m
ps

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
37

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
67



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

21
70
2

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
ti
nt
er
ch
an
ge

at
U
.S
.1
01

an
d
Bu

en
a
Vi
st
a
Av
en

ue
Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

21
71
4

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

U
.S
.1
01

be
tw

ee
n
M
on

te
re
y
H
ig
hw

ay
an
d
Ro

ut
e
25

an
d
co
ns
tr
uc
ta

n
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
at

U
.S
.1
01

/R
ou

te
25

(in
cl
ud

es
an

ex
te
ns
io
n
to

Sa
nt
a
Te
re
sa

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d)

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

21
71
9

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
I8

80
/I
28
0/
St
ev
en

s
Cr
ee
k
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
(in

cl
ud

es
el
im

in
at
in
g

ea
st
bo

un
d
of
f
ra
m
p
lo
op

,r
ec
on

fig
ur
in
g
th
e
of
f
ra
m
p
to

ea
st
bo

un
d
St
ev
en
s

Cr
ee
k
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d
an
d
im

pr
ov
in
g
W
in
ch
es
te
r
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d
at

I2
80
)

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

21
72
0

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
U
.S
.1
01
/T
en
na
nt

A
ve
nu

e
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e,
in
cl
ud

in
g
co
ns
tr
uc
tin

g
a
ne
w

br
id
ge

pa
ra
lle
lt
o
ex
is
tin

g
br
id
ge

ov
er

U
.S
.1
01
,w

id
en
in
g
Te
nn

an
tA

ve
nu

e
fr
om

2
la
ne

s
to

4
la
ne

s
w
ith

bi
cy
cl
e
la
ne
s
an
d
si
de

w
al
ks
,a
nd

ad
di
ng

a
ne
w

no
rt
hb

ou
nd

lo
op

on
ra
m
p

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

21
72
2

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
U
.S
.1
01

so
ut
hb

ou
nd

Tr
im

bl
e
Ro

ad
/D
e
La

Cr
uz

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d/
Ce

nt
ra
l

Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

21
74
9

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ex
te
nd

Bu
tt
er
fie
ld
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d
fr
om

Te
nn

an
tA

ve
nu

e
to

W
at
so
nv
ill
e
Ro

ad
(in

cl
ud

es
ne
w
ro
ad
w
ay

se
gm

en
t,
ra
ilr
oa
d
ov
er
pa
ss
br
id
ge
,d
ra
in
ag
e
ch
an
ne

l,
tr
af
fic

si
gn
al
up

gr
ad
e,
m
ed
ia
n,
la
nd

sc
ap
in
g,
bi
cy
cl
e
la
ne
s
an
d
si
de

w
al
ks
)

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

21
76
0

Co
m
m
itt
ed

D
ou

bl
e
tr
ac
k
se
gm

en
ts
of

th
e
Ca
ltr
ai
n
lin
e
be

tw
ee
n
Sa
n
Jo
se

an
d
G
ilr
oy

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

21
78
5

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
co
nf
ig
ur
e
lo
ca
lr
oa
dw

ay
an
d
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
at

U
.S
.1
01
/B
lo
ss
om

H
ill
Ro

ad
in

Sa
n
Jo
se

(in
cl
ud

es
w
id
en
in
g
Bl
os
so
m

H
ill
Ro

ad
ov
er

U
.S
.1
01
)

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

21
78
7

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ex
pa
nd

th
e
Pa
lo
A
lto

Ca
ltr
ai
n
St
at
io
n
an
d
Bu

s
Tr
an
si
tC

en
te
r

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

21
79
0

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Pr
ov
id
e
VT

A
´s
sh
ar
e
of

fu
nd

s
fo
ra

dd
iti
on

al
tr
ai
n
se
ts
,p
as
se
ng
er

fa
ci
lit
ie
s,
an
d

se
rv
ic
e
up

gr
ad
es

fo
rt
he

AC
E
se
rv
ic
e
fr
om

Sa
n
Jo
aq
ui
n
an
d
Al
am

ed
a
co
un

tie
s

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

21
79
7

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tR

ou
te

17
bu

s
se
rv
ic
e
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
be

tw
ee
n
do

w
nt
ow

n
Sa
n
Jo
se

an
d
do

w
nt
ow

n
Sa
nt
a
Cr
uz

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
38

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
68



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

21
92
1

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ex
te
nd

BA
RT

fr
om

Fr
em

on
t(
W
ar
m

Sp
rin

gs
)t
o
Sa
n
Jo
se
/S
an
ta

Cl
ar
a
(in

cl
ud

es
en

vi
ro
nm

en
ta
l,
pr
el
im

in
ar
y
en
gi
ne
er
in
g,
pr
op

er
ty
ac
qu

is
iti
on

an
d
co
ns
tr
uc
tio

n
ph

as
es
)

Fr
em

on
t

So
ut
h
Ba

y

21
92
2

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tt
he

M
in
et
a
Sa
n
Jo
se

In
te
rn
at
io
na
lA

irp
or
ta

ut
om

at
ed

pe
op

le
m
ov
er

se
rv
ic
e

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

21
92
3

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tB

us
Ra

pi
d
Tr
an
si
t(
BR

T)
in
th
e
Al
am

ed
a
an
d
El
Ca
m
in
o
Re

al
co
rr
id
or
s

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
01
4

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tB

us
Ra

pi
d
Tr
an
si
t(
BR

T)
in
th
e
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a
A
lu
m

Ro
ck

Co
rr
id
or

w
ith

th
e
po

te
nt
ia
lt
o
co
nv
er
tt
o
lig
ht

ra
il
in
th
e
fu
tu
re

(S
an
ta

Cl
ar
a
A
lu
m

Ro
ck

Ph
as
e

1)

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
01
9

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
nv
er
tB

us
Ra

pi
d
Tr
an
si
t(
BR

T)
to

lig
ht

ra
il
tr
an
si
ti
n
th
e
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a
A
lu
m

Ro
ck

co
rr
id
or

(S
an
ta

Cl
ar
a
A
lu
m

Ro
ck

Ph
as
e
2)

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
11
8

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ex
te
nd

H
ill
Ro

ad
fr
om

Ea
st
M
ai
n
Av

en
ue

to
Pe
et

A
ve
nu

e
Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
13
4

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

la
ne

on
so
ut
hb

ou
nd

U
.S
.1
01

us
in
g
th
e
ex
is
tin

g
m
ed
ia
n
fr
om

so
ut
h

of
St
or
y
Ro

ad
to

Ye
rb
a
Bu

en
a
Ro

ad
;m

od
ify

th
e
U
.S
.1
01
/T
ul
ly
ro
ad

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e

to
a
pa
rt
ia
lc
lo
ve
rl
ea
f

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
14
2

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
U
.S
.1
01
/C
ap
ito

lE
xp
re
ss
w
ay

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
(in

cl
ud

es
ne
w
no

rt
hb

ou
nd

on
ra
m
p
fr
om

Ye
rb
a
Bu

en
a
Ro

ad
)

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
14
5

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

w
es
tb
ou

nd
Ro

ut
e
23
7
on

ra
m
p
fr
om

Ro
ut
e
23
7
to

no
rt
hb

ou
nd

U
.S
.1
01

to
2
la
ne
s
an
d
ad
d
au
xi
lia
ry

la
ne

on
no

rt
hb

ou
nd

U
.S
.1
01

fr
om

Ro
ut
e
23
7
on

ra
m
p
to

El
lis

St
re
et

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
(in

cl
ud

es
Tr
af
fic

O
pe
ra
tio

n
Sy
st
em

/T
O
S

el
em

en
ts
)

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
15
3

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ex
te
nd

M
ar
y
A
ve
nu

e
no

rt
h
ac
ro
ss
Ro

ut
e
23
7
(in

cl
ud

es
re
co
nf
ig
ur
in
g
th
e

M
at
hi
ld
a
Av

en
ue
/U

.S
.1
01

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e)

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
15
6

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
Ro

ut
e
85

no
rt
hb

ou
nd

to
Ro

ut
e
23
7
ea
st
bo

un
d
co
nn

ec
to
r
ra
m
p
an
d

co
ns
tr
uc
ta

ux
ili
ar
y
la
ne

on
ea
st
bo

un
d
Ro

ut
e
23
7
be

tw
ee
n
Ro

ut
e
85

an
d

M
id
dl
ef
ie
ld
Ro

ad

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
39

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
69



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

22
16
2

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
Ro

ut
e
23
7
w
es
tb
ou

nd
to

Ro
ut
e
85

so
ut
hb

ou
nd

co
nn

ec
to
r
ra
m
p

(in
cl
ud

es
w
id
en
in
g
of
f
ra
m
p
to

Ro
ut
e
85

to
2
la
ne

s
an
d
ad
di
ng

a
so
ut
hb

ou
nd

au
xi
lia
ry

la
ne

be
tw

ee
n
Ro

ut
e
23
7
an
d
El
Ca
m
in
o
Re

al
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
on

Ro
ut
e
85
)

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
17
5

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

A
lm
ad
en

Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
to

8
la
ne
s
be

tw
ee
n
Co

le
m
an

Ro
ad

an
d
Bl
os
so
m

H
ill
Ro

ad
Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
17
9

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

Ce
nt
ra
lE
xp
re
ss
w
ay

fr
om

4
to

6
la
ne

s
be

tw
ee
n
La
w
re
nc
e
Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
an
d
Sa
n
To

m
as

Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
18
0

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

Ce
nt
ra
lE
xp
re
ss
w
ay

be
tw

ee
n
La
w
re
nc
e
Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
an
d
M
ar
y
A
ve
nu

e
to

pr
ov
id
e
au
xi
lia
ry

la
ne

s
Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
18
6

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

Sa
n
To

m
as

Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
to

8
la
ne

s
be

tw
ee
n
El
Ca
m
in
o
Re

al
(R
ou

te
82
)

an
d
W
ill
ia
m
s
Ro

ad
Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
24
6

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tb

ic
yc
le
an
d
pe

de
st
ria

n
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
on

Bl
os
so
m

H
ill
Ro

ad
Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
80
8

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tC

al
tr
ai
n
gr
ad
e
se
pa
ra
tio

n
pr
og
ra
m

in
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a
Co

un
ty

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

22
80
9

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
al
ig
n
D
eW

itt
A
ve
nu

e/
Su
nn

ys
id
e
A
ve
nu

e
in
te
rs
ec
tio

n
Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
81
4

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ex
te
nd

Fo
ot
hi
ll
Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
w
es
tb
ou

nd
de

ce
le
ra
tio

n
la
ne

at
Sa
n
A
nt
on

io
Ro

ad
Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
81
5

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

U
pg
ra
de

M
ir
am

on
te

A
ve
nu

e
bi
ke
w
ay

to
Cl
as
s
II
be

tw
ee
n
M
ou

nt
ai
n
Vi
ew

an
d

Fo
ot
hi
ll
Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
82
2

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Pr
ov
id
e
re
al
tim

e
ex
pr
es
sw

ay
tr
af
fic

in
fo
rm

at
io
n
in
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a
Co

un
ty

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

t y
w
id
e

22
83
9

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
nv
er
tt
he

H
O
V
la
ne

on
Ce

nt
ra
lE
xp
re
ss
w
ay

be
tw

ee
n
Sa
n
To

m
as

an
d
D
e
La

Cr
uz

to
a
ge
ne
ra
lp
ur
po

se
la
ne

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
84
2

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
Ro

ut
e
15
2/
Fe
rg
us
on

Ro
ad

in
te
rs
ec
tio

n,
in
cl
ud

es
lig
ht
in
g
an
d
w
id
en
in
g

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
84
3

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

La
w
re
nc
e
Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
fr
om

6
to

8
la
ne

s
be

tw
ee
n
M
oo

rp
ar
k

A
ve
nu

e/
Bo

lli
ng
er

Ro
ad

an
d
so
ut
h
of

Ca
lv
er
tC

ou
rt

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
40

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
70



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

22
85
4

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
bi
cy
cl
e/
pe

de
st
ria

n
sa
fe
ty
at

I2
80
/O

re
go
n
Pa
ge

M
ill
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
87
3

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

Lo
yo
la
Br
id
ge

ov
er

Fo
ot
hi
ll
Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
to

ad
d
a
th
ird

la
ne

fo
rl
ef
tt
ur
ns

an
d
im

pr
ov
e
bi
cy
cl
e/
pe

de
st
ria

n
ac
ce
ss

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
87
8

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
al
ig
n
W
ild
w
oo

d
A
ve
nu

e
to

co
nn

ec
tw

ith
La
w
re
nc
e
Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
(in

cl
ud

es
ne
w

tr
af
fic

si
gn
al
)

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
88
3

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

M
od

ify
m
ed
ia
ns

on
La
w
re
nc
e
Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
(in

cl
ud

in
g
th
os
e
at

Lo
ch
in
va
r

A
ve
nu

e,
D
e
So
ta

A
ve
nu

e,
G
ol
de

n
St
at
e
D
ri
ve
,G

ra
na
da

A
ve
nu

e,
Bu

ck
le
y
St
re
et

an
d
St
.L
aw

re
nc
e
D
riv

e/
La
w
re
nc
e
St
at
io
n
Ro

ad
)f
or

lim
ite

d
ac
ce
ss

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
89
5

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
th
e
op

er
at
io
ns

of
Sa
n
To

m
as

Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
/R
ou

te
17

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e

(in
cl
ud

es
re
st
rip

in
g
th
e
ea
st
bo

un
d
th
ro
ug
h
la
ne

on
W
hi
te

O
ak
s
Ro

ad
an
d

ad
di
ng

a
se
co
nd

rig
ht

tu
rn

la
ne

on
th
e
so
ut
hb

ou
nd

of
f
ra
m
p)

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
90
9

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Fu
nd

th
e
op

er
at
in
g
an
d
ca
pi
ta
ln
ee
ds

of
M
ea
su
re

A
tr
an
si
ts
er
vi
ce
s

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
91
0

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

A
dd

Tr
af
fic

O
pe
ra
tio

ns
Sy
st
em

(T
O
S)
in
fr
as
tr
uc
tu
re

on
Sa
nt
a
Te
re
sa

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d

be
tw

ee
n
D
ay

Ro
ad

an
d
M
es
a
Ro

ad
Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
92
5

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
al
ig
n
ex
is
tin

g
cu
rv
e
on

D
eW

itt
Av

en
ue

be
tw

ee
n
Ed
m
un

ds
on

A
ve
nu

e
an
d

Sp
rin

g
Av

en
ue

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
94
4

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

I8
80

fo
r
H
O
V
la
ne

s
in
bo

th
di
re
ct
io
ns

fr
om

Ro
ut
e
23

7
in
M
ilp
ita

s
to

U
.S
.

10
1
in
Sa
n
Jo
se

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

22
95
6

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ex
te
nd

th
e
Ca
pi
to
lA

ve
nu

e
lig
ht

ra
il
lin
e
fr
om

th
e
A
lu
m

Ro
ck

Tr
an
si
tC

en
te
r
to

a
re
bu

ilt
Ea
st
rid

ge
Tr
an
si
tC

en
te
r

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
96
5

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tU

.S
.1
01
/M

ab
ur
y
Ro

ad
/T
ay
lo
r
St
re
et

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
97
8

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ex
te
nd

th
e
Ca
pi
to
lE
xp
re
ss
w
ay

lig
ht

ra
il
tr
an
si
t(
LR
T)

fr
om

Ea
st
ri
dg
e
Tr
an
si
t

Ce
nt
er

to
N
ie
m
an

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

22
97
9

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
tl
oc
al
ro
ad
w
ay

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts
ov
er

cr
os
si
ng

U
.S
.1
01

(in
cl
ud

es
lo
ca
l

ci
rc
ul
at
io
n
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
to

Za
nk
er

Ro
ad
,O

ld
Ba

ys
ho

re
H
ig
hw

ay
,N

.4
th

St
re
et

an
d
Sk
yp
or
tD

ri
ve
)

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
41

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
71



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

98
11
9

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Ex
te
nd

lig
ht

ra
il
tr
an
si
tf
ro
m

W
in
ch
es
te
r
St
at
io
n
to

Ro
ut
e
85

(V
as
on

a
Ju
nc
tio

n)
Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

23
01
74

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

4
la
ne

br
id
ge

ac
ro
ss
U
va
s
Cr
ee
k
co
nn

ec
tin

g
th
e
ea
st
an
d
w
es
ts
id
es

of
Te
nt
h
St
re
et
,i
nc
lu
di
ng

4
tr
av
el
la
ne
s,
bi
cy
cl
e
la
ne

s,
si
de

w
al
ks

an
d
a
ne
w

tr
af
fic

si
gn
al
at

th
e
in
te
rs
ec
tio

n
of

Te
nt
h
St
re
et

an
d
U
va
s
Pa
rk

D
ri
ve

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

t y
w
id
e

23
01
75

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

ne
w
2
la
ne

ov
er
cr
os
si
ng

on
La
s
An

im
as

A
ve
nu

e
at

U
.S
.1
01

(in
cl
ud

es
sh
ou

ld
er
s,
bi
cy
cl
e
la
ne

s
an
d
si
de

w
al
ks
)

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
02
00

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ex
te
nd

A
ut
um

n
St
re
et

fr
om

U
ni
on

Pa
ci
fic

Ra
ilr
oa
d
cr
os
si
ng

to
Pa
rk

A
ve
nu

e
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
02
01

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

Co
le
m
an

A
ve
nu

e
fr
om

4
to

6
la
ne

s
fr
om

I8
80

to
Ta
yl
or

St
re
et

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
02
10

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
bu

ild
bo

x
cu
lv
er
tu

nd
er

Sa
n
To
m
as

Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

23
02
42

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

A
dd

Ca
pi
to
lE
xp
re
ss
w
ay

Tr
af
fic

O
pe
ra
tio

ns
Sy
st
em

(T
O
S)
be
tw

ee
n
U
.S
.1
01

an
d

Al
m
ad
en

Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

23
02
46

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
in
te
rs
ec
tio

n
at

La
w
re
nc
e
Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
an
d
Pr
os
pe
ct
Ro

ad
by

ad
di
ng

a
se
co
nd

le
ft
tu
rn

la
ne

an
d
m
od

ify
in
g
th
e
ex
is
tin

g
tr
af
fic

si
gn
al
s

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
02
51

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
ex
pr
es
sw

ay
tr
af
fic

op
er
at
io
ns

sy
st
em

(T
O
S)
in
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a
co
un

ty
(in

cl
ud

es
au
to
m
at
ed

tr
af
fic

co
un

tc
ol
le
ct
io
n
sy
st
em

,w
ir
el
es
s
co
nt
ro
lle
r

co
m
m
un

ic
at
io
n
sy
st
em

,w
ir
el
es
s
ve
hi
cu
la
r
de

te
ct
io
n
sy
st
em

,a
nd

si
gn
al
an
d

vi
de
o
in
fr
as
tr
uc
tu
re

up
gr
ad
es
)

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
02
62

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

ne
w
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
at

U
.S
.1
01

an
d
M
on

ta
gu
e
Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

23
02
65

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
th
e
op

er
at
io
ns

of
th
e
in
te
rs
ec
tio

n
of

M
on

ta
gu
e
Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
an
d

M
is
si
on

Co
lle
ge

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

23
02
67

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

M
on

ta
gu
e
Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
to

8
la
ne
s
fo
rH

O
V
la
ne

s
be

tw
ee
n
Li
ck

M
ill
an
d

Tr
ad
e
Zo
ne

bo
ul
ev
ar
ds

an
d
on

G
ua
da
lu
pe

Ri
ve
r
Br
id
ge

an
d
Pe
ni
te
nc
ia
Cr
ee
k

Br
id
ge

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
42

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
72



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

23
02
69

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

ne
w
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
at

Tr
im

bl
e
Ro

ad
an
d
M
on

ta
gu
e
Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

23
02
73

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

M
on

ta
gu
e
Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
to

8
la
ne
s
be

tw
ee
n
Tr
ad
e
Zo
ne

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d
an
d
I

68
0
an
d
to

6
la
ne
s
be

tw
ee
n
I6

80
an
d
Pa
rk

Vi
ct
or
ia
D
riv
e
fo
rH

O
V
la
ne

s
Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

23
02
92

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pl
em

en
ts
ig
na
lc
oo

rd
in
at
io
n
be
tw

ee
n
ex
pr
es
sw

ay
an
d
m
aj
or

cr
os
s
st
re
et

si
gn
al
s
in
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a
co
un

ty
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
02
94

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
nd

uc
te

nv
ir
on

m
en

ta
la
nd

de
si
gn

st
ud

ie
s
to

w
id
en

an
d
cr
ea
te

ne
w
al
ig
nm

en
t

fo
rR

ou
te

15
2
(f
ro
m

Ro
ut
e
15
6
to

U
.S
.1
01
)

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
02
98

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
pl
ac
e
Ca

la
ve
ra
s
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d
4
la
ne

br
id
ge

ov
er

th
e
U
ni
on

Pa
ci
fic

Ra
ilr
oa
d

tr
ac
ks

w
ith

ne
w
6
la
ne

st
ru
ct
ur
e
w
ith

bi
cy
cl
e
an
d
pe

de
st
ri
an

fa
ci
lit
ie
s
an
d

ci
rc
ul
at
io
n
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

23
03
02

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
th
e
in
te
rs
ec
tio

n
of

D
ix
on

La
nd

in
g
Ro

ad
an
d
N
or
th

M
ilp
ita

s
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

23
03
04

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

D
ix
on

La
nd

in
g
Ro

ad
fr
om

4
to

6
la
ne

s
be

tw
ee
n
N
or
th

M
ilp
ita

s
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d

an
d
I8

80
Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

23
03
39

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
nv
er
tH

O
V
qu

eu
e
ju
m
p
la
ne
s
al
on

g
Ce

nt
ra
lE
xp
re
ss
w
ay

at
Bo

w
er
s
A
ve
nu

e
to

ge
ne

ra
lp
ur
po

se
la
ne

s
Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

23
03
47

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
U
.S
.1
01

so
ut
hb

ou
nd

ra
m
ps

at
10
th

St
re
et

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
03
50

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

so
ut
hb

ou
nd

U
.S
.1
01

of
f
ra
m
p
at

Co
ch
ra
ne

Ro
ad

fr
om

2
to

3
la
ne

s
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
03
56

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
ti
nt
er
ch
an
ge

at
La
w
re
nc
e
Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
an
d
A
rq
ue

s
A
ve
nu

e
Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

23
03
63

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
ti
nt
er
ch
an
ge

at
I8

80
an
d
M
on

ta
gu
e
Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
(in

cl
ud

es
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
to

M
on

ta
gu
e
Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
)

Si
lic
on

Va
lle
y

23
03
85

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Pu
rc
ha
se

an
d
in
st
al
le
m
er
ge
nc
y
ve
hi
cl
e
pr
e
em

pt
io
n
de
te
ct
or
s
an
d
vi
de
o

de
te
ct
io
n
ca
m
er
as

at
si
gn
al
iz
ed

in
te
rs
ec
tio

ns
in
do

w
nt
ow

n
Pa
lo
A
lto

Pe
ni
ns
ul
a

23
04
07

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

Ro
ut
e
17

of
f
ra
m
p
so
ut
hb

ou
nd

at
H
am

ilt
on

A
ve
nu

e
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
43

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
73



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

23
04
45

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
G
re
at

A
m
er
ic
a
Pa
rk
w
ay

an
d
M
is
si
on

Co
lle
ge

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d
in
te
rs
ec
tio

n
(in

cl
ud

es
ad
di
ng

tr
ip
le
le
ft
tu
rn

la
ne

s
in
tw

o
di
re
ct
io
ns

an
d
tr
af
fic

si
gn
al

up
gr
ad
es
)

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
04
49

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ex
te
nd

Ch
ar
co
tA

ve
nu

e
ov
er

I8
80

as
a
ne
w
2
la
ne

ro
ad
w
ay

w
ith

bi
cy
cl
e
an
d

pe
de

st
ria

n
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
to

co
nn

ec
tt
o
N
or
th

Sa
n
Jo
se

em
pl
oy
m
en
tc
en
te
r

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

t y
w
id
e

23
04
51

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
ha
bi
lit
at
e
Fa
tjo

Pl
ac
e,
Th
om

ps
on

Pl
ac
e,
A
rg
ue

llo
Pl
ac
e,
Br
ay

A
ve
nu

e
an
d

G
ra
ha
m
La
ne

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
04
52

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
nv
er
td

ow
nt
ow

n
on

e
w
ay

co
up

le
ts
to

tw
o
w
ay

st
re
et
s
al
on

g
10
th
/1
1t
h

St
re
et
s,
A
lm

ad
en

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d/
Vi
ne

St
re
et

an
d
2n

d/
3r
d
St
re
et
s

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
04
56

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

Za
nk
er

Ro
ad

fr
om

4
to

6
la
ne
s

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
04
57

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
O
ak
la
nd

Ro
ad

fr
om

U
.S
.1
01

to
M
on

ta
gu
e
Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
by

pr
ov
id
in
g

la
nd

sc
ap
in
g
an
d
op

er
at
io
na
li
m
pr
ov
em

en
ts

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
04
58

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

Be
rr
ye
ss
a
Ro

ad
fr
om

U
.S
.1
01

to
I6

80
to

pr
ov
id
e
ac
ce
ss
to

pl
an
ne
d

Be
rr
ye
ss
a
BA

RT
st
at
io
n

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
04
59

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ex
te
nd

Ch
yn
ow

et
h
A
ve
nu

e
fr
om

Al
m
ad
en

Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
to

W
in
fie

ld
Ro

ad
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
04
60

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

Sn
el
lA

ve
nu

e
fr
om

Br
an
ha
m

La
ne

to
Ch

yn
ow

et
h
Av

en
ue

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
04
61

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

Br
an
ha
m

La
ne

fr
om

Vi
st
a
Pa
rk
D
ri
ve

to
Sn
el
lA

ve
nu

e
(in

cl
ud

es
bi
cy
cl
e

an
d
pe
de
st
ria

n
fa
ci
lit
ie
s)

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
04
69

Co
m
m
itt
ed

M
ak
e
lo
ca
lc
irc
ul
at
io
n
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
on

Sa
nt
a
Te
re
sa

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d
(in

cl
ud

es
m
ed
ia
ns
,l
an
ds
ca
pi
ng
,s
id
ew

al
ks

an
d
bi
cy
cl
e
la
ne

s)
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

t y
w
id
e

23
04
71

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

in
te
rs
ec
tio

ns
an
d
im

pr
ov
e
si
de
w
al
ks

th
ro
ug
ho

ut
th
e
ci
ty
of

Su
nn

yv
al
e

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
04
92

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tl
oc
al
ro
ad
w
ay

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts
to

O
ld
O
ak
la
nd

Ro
ad

ov
er

U
.S
.1
01

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
44

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
74



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

23
05
31

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

ux
ili
ar
y
la
ne

s
on

U
.S
.1
01

in
M
ou

nt
ai
n
Vi
ew

an
d
Pa
lo
A
lto

,f
ro
m

Ro
ut
e
85

to
Em

ba
rc
ad
er
o
Ro

ad
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
05
32

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
at

Ro
ut
e
23
7/
N
or
th

1s
tS

tr
ee
t

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

t y
w
id
e

23
05
34

Co
m
m
itt
ed

El
ec
tr
ify

Ca
ltr
ai
n
lin
e
fr
om

Ta
m
ie
n
St
at
io
n
to

G
ilr
oy

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
05
47

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tB

us
Ra

pi
d
Tr
an
si
t(
BR

T)
on

M
on

te
re
y
H
ig
hw

ay
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
05
51

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tt
he

Ze
ro

Em
is
si
on

s
Bu

s
(Z
EB

)p
ro
gr
am

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
05
52

Co
m
m
itt
ed

In
st
al
la
nd

m
od

ify
VT

A
fa
ci
lit
ie
s
to

su
pp

or
tt
he

Ze
ro

Em
is
si
on

s
Bu

s
(Z
EB

)
pr
og
ra
m

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
05
54

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tB

us
Ra

pi
d
Tr
an
si
t(
BR

T)
be

tw
ee
n
Su
nn

yv
al
e
an
d
Cu

pe
rt
in
o

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
05
73

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
ra
m
ps

an
d
in
te
rs
ec
tio

ns
on

Fr
em

on
ta

nd
Be

rn
ar
do

av
en
ue
s
at

Ro
ut
e

85
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
05
74

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
th
e
Ro

ut
e
85
/C
ot
tle

Ro
ad

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
05
77

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
ra
m
p
an
d
in
te
rs
ec
tio

n
on

Ro
ut
e
15
2
ea
st
bo

un
d
at

Bl
oo

m
fie

ld
A
ve
nu

e
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
05
79

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
ra
m
p/
in
te
rs
ec
tio

n
on

Ro
ut
e
15
2
ea
st
bo

un
d
at

Fr
az
ie
rL
ak
e
Ro

ad
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
05
84

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
ra
m
p/
in
te
rs
ec
tio

n
at

Ro
ut
e
15
2
w
es
tb
ou

nd
at

W
at
so
nv
ill
e
Ro

ad
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

t y
w
id
e

23
05
95

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tB

us
Ra

pi
d
Tr
an
si
t(
BR

T)
on

St
ev
en
s
Cr
ee
k
Bo

ul
ev
ar
d
fr
om

D
iri
do

n
St
at
io
n
to

D
eA

nz
a
Co

lle
ge

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
06
41

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tb

ic
yc
le
an
d
pe

de
st
ria

n
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
in
N
or
th

Sa
n
Jo
se

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
45

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
75



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

23
06
44

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
tm

is
ce
lla
ne

ou
s
in
te
rs
ec
tio

n
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
in
N
or
th

Sa
n
Jo
se

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
06
45

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pl
em

en
ti
m
pr
ov
em

en
ts
to

th
e
N
or
th

Fi
rs
tS

tr
ee
tC

or
e
A
re
a
gr
id

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

t y
w
id
e

23
06
98

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Lo
ca
ls
tr
ee
ts
an
d
ro
ad
s
m
ai
nt
en
an
ce

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

t y
w
id
e

23
07
05

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
lo
ca
li
nt
er
ch
an
ge
s
an
d
au
xi
lia
ry

la
ne

s
Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
07
06

Co
m
m
itt
ed

M
ak
e
lo
ca
ls
tr
ee
ts
an
d
ro
ad
s
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
(in

cl
ud

es
st
re
et

ch
an
ne

liz
at
io
n,

ov
er
cr
os
si
ng
s,
bi
cy
cl
e
an
d
pe
de
st
ri
an

ac
ce
ss
,a
nd

sa
fe
ty
im
pr
ov
em

en
ts
)

Sa
nt
a
Cl
ar
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
46

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
76



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

So
la
no 21

34
1

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tn

ew
Fa
ir
fie

ld
/V
ac
av
ill
e
m
ul
tim

od
al
tr
ai
n
st
at
io
n
fo
rC

ap
ito

lC
or
rid

or
in
te
rc
ity

ra
il
se
rv
ic
e
(P
ha
se
s
1,
2
an
d
3)

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

22
62
9

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tn

ew
Va

lle
jo
Ba

yl
in
k
Fe
rr
y
Te
rm

in
al
(in

cl
ud

es
ad
di
tio

na
lp
ar
ki
ng
,

up
gr
ad
e
of

bu
s
tr
an
sf
er

fa
ci
lit
ie
s
an
d
pe

de
st
ria

n
ac
ce
ss
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
)

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

22
63
0

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
Pa
rk
w
ay

Bo
ul
ev
ar
d
ov
er
cr
os
si
ng

ov
er

U
ni
on

Pa
ci
fic

Ra
ilr
oa
d
tr
ac
ks

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

22
63
1

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
tR

ou
te

12
w
es
tb
ou

nd
tr
uc
k
cl
im

bi
ng

la
ne

at
Re

d
To

p
Ro

ad
Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

22
63
2

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

A
m
er
ic
an

Ca
ny
on

Ro
ad

ov
er
pa
ss
at

I8
0

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

22
63
3

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

A
zu
ar

D
ri
ve
/C
ed

ar
A
ve
nu

e
fr
om

2
to

4
la
ne

s
be
tw

ee
n
P
St
re
et

an
d

Re
si
de

nt
ia
lP
ar
kw

ay
(in

cl
ud

es
bi
cy
cl
e
la
ne

s,
ra
ilr
oa
d
si
gn
al
s
an
d
re
ha
bi
lit
at
io
n

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts
)

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

22
63
4

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
ta

n
ad
ja
ce
nt

20
0
sp
ac
e,
at

gr
ad
e
pa
rk
in
g
lo
ta

tt
he

Va
ca
vi
lle

In
te
rm

od
al
St
at
io
n
(P
ha
se

1)
Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

22
70
0

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tp

ar
al
le
lc
or
rid

or
no

rt
h
of

I8
0
fr
om

Re
d
To

p
Ro

ad
to

A
be
rn
at
hy

Ro
ad

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

94
15
1

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
t4

la
ne

Je
ps
on

Pa
rk
w
ay

fr
om

Ro
ut
e
12

to
Le
is
ur
e
To
w
n
Ro

ad
Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

23
03
11

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

an
d
im

pr
ov
e
Pe
te
rs
on

Ro
ad

w
ith

th
e
ad
di
tio

n
of

a
tr
uc
k
st
ac
ki
ng

la
ne

(in
cl
ud

es
dr
ai
na
ge

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts
)

So
la
no

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
03
22

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Re
bu

ild
an
d
re
lo
ca
te

ea
st
bo

un
d
Co

rd
el
ia
Tr
uc
k
Sc
al
es

Fa
ci
lit
y
(in

cl
ud

es
a
ne
w
4

la
ne

br
id
ge

ac
ro
ss
Su
is
un

Cr
ee
k
an
d
ne
w
ra
m
ps

at
ea
st
bo

un
d
Ro

ut
e
12

an
d

ea
st
bo

un
d
I8

0)

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

23
03
26

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
I8

0/
I6

80
/R
ou

te
12

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e,
in
cl
ud

in
g
co
nn

ec
tin

g
I6

80
no

rt
hb

ou
nd

to
Ro

ut
e
12

w
es
tb
ou

nd
(J
am

ie
so
n
Ca

ny
on

),
ad
di
ng

co
nn

ec
to
rs
an
d

re
co
ns
tr
uc
tin

g
lo
ca
li
nt
er
ch
an
ge
s
(P
ha
se

1)

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
47

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
77



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

So
la
no 23
04
68

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Pr
ov
id
e
au
xi
lia
ry

la
ne

s
on

I8
0
in
ea
st
bo

un
d
an
d
w
es
tb
ou

nd
di
re
ct
io
ns

fr
om

I
68
0
to

Ai
rB

as
e
Pa
rk
w
ay

(in
cl
ud

es
a
ne
w
ea
st
bo

un
d
m
ix
ed

flo
w
la
ne

fr
om

Ro
ut
e
12

ea
st
to

A
ir
Ba

se
Pa
rk
w
ay
)

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

23
06
35

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tn

ew
40
0
sp
ac
e
pa
rk
in
g
ga
ra
ge

at
th
e
Va

ca
vi
lle

In
te
rm

od
al
St
at
io
n

(P
ha
se

2)
Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

23
06
50

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

I8
0
fr
om

Re
d
To

p
Ro

ad
to

A
ir
Ba

se
Pa
rk
w
ay

to
ad
d
H
O
V
la
ne

s
in
bo

th
di
re
ct
io
ns

(in
cl
ud

es
pa
ve
m
en
tr
eh
ab
ili
ta
tio

n
an
d
ra
m
p
m
et
er
in
g)

Ea
st
sh
or
e

N
or
th

23
06
99

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Lo
ca
ls
tr
ee
ts
an
d
ro
ad
s
m
ai
nt
en
an
ce

So
la
no

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
07
08

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Im
pr
ov
e
lo
ca
li
nt
er
ch
an
ge
s
an
d
au
xi
lia
ry

la
ne

s
an
d
m
ak
e
lo
ca
ls
tr
ee
ts
an
d
ro
ad
s

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts
(in

cl
ud

es
st
re
et

ch
an
ne

liz
at
io
n,
ov
er
cr
os
si
ng
s,
bi
cy
cl
e
an
d

pe
de

st
ria

n
ac
ce
ss
,a
nd

sa
fe
ty
im
pr
ov
em

en
ts
)

So
la
no

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
48

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
78



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

So
no

m
a

21
07
0

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Re
al
ig
n
an
d
w
id
en

Ro
ut
e
11
6
(S
ta
ge

G
ul
ch

Ro
ad
)a

lo
ng

Ch
am

pl
in
Cr
ee
k
to

im
pr
ov
e
sa
fe
ty
,a
dd

in
g
sh
ou

ld
er
s
to

ac
co
m
m
od

at
e
pe
de

st
ri
an
s
an
d
bi
cy
cl
is
ts

N
or
th

Ba
y

Ea
st

W
es
t

21
88
4

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Co
ns
tr
uc
tP

et
al
um

a
cr
os
st
ow

n
co
nn

ec
to
r/
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

21
90
2

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

U
.S
.1
01

fo
r
H
O
V
la
ne

s
fr
om

Pe
pp

er
Ro

ad
to

Ro
hn

er
tP

ar
k
Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
(C
en
tr
al
Ph

as
e
A)

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

21
90
8

Co
m
m
itt
ed

St
ud

y
th
e
en

vi
ro
nm

en
ta
li
m
pa
ct
s
of

a
fu
tu
re

Po
rt
So
no

m
a
fe
rr
y
se
rv
ic
e
an
d

fa
ci
lit
y

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

22
19
0

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
ch
an
ne

liz
at
io
n
an
d
tr
af
fic

si
gn
al
iz
at
io
n
at

Ro
ut
e
11

6/
Ro

ut
e
12
1

in
te
rs
ec
tio

n
(in

cl
ud

es
A
rn
ol
d
D
ri
ve

im
pr
ov
em

en
ts
)

N
or
th

Ba
y

Ea
st

W
es
t

22
19
1

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
U
.S
.1
01

N
or
th
/A
irp

or
tB

ou
le
va
rd

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
(in

cl
ud

es
w
id
en
in
g

A
irp

or
tB

ou
le
va
rd

to
2
la
ne

s
in
ea
ch

di
re
ct
io
n
an
d
ad
di
ng

tu
rn

la
ne

s)
G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

22
19
3

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
ns
tr
uc
tn

ew
by
pa
ss
on

Ro
ut
e
11
6
in
Fo
re
st
vi
lle

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

22
19
4

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
sa
fe
ty
on

M
ar
k
W
es
tS
pr
in
gs

Ro
ad
/P
or
te
r
Cr
ee
k
Ro

ad
(in

cl
ud

es
ad
di
ng

st
an
da
rd

sh
ou

ld
er
s
an
d
tu
rn

po
ck
et
s)

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

22
19
5

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
U
.S
.1
01
/O

ld
Re

dw
oo

d
H
ig
hw

ay
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
(in

cl
ud

es
m
od

ify
in
g/
re
pl
ac
in
g
ex
is
tin

g
2
la
ne

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
to

at
le
as
ta

5
la
ne

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e

an
d
im

pr
ov
in
g
ra
m
ps
)

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

22
19
7

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
lo
ca
lc
ir
cu
la
tio

n
at

va
ri
ou

s
lo
ca
tio

ns
in
To

w
n
of

Pe
nn

gr
ov
e
(in

cl
ud

es
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
to

M
ai
n
St
re
et
,P
et
al
um

a
H
ill
Ro

ad
,A

do
be

Ro
ad
,O

ld
Re

dw
oo

d
H
ig
hw

ay
an
d
U
.S
.1
01
/R
ai
lr
oa
d
A
ve
nu

e)

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

22
20
3

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
ch
an
ne

liz
at
io
n
an
d
tr
af
fic

si
gn
al
iz
at
io
n
on

Ri
ve
r
Ro

ad
fr
om

Fu
lto

n
Ro

ad
to

th
e
to
w
n
of

G
ue

rn
ev
ill
e

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

22
20
4

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

W
id
en

Fu
lto

n
Ro

ad
fr
om

2
to

4
la
ne

s
fr
om

G
ue

rn
ev
ill
e
Ro

ad
to

U
.S
.1
01

an
d

co
ns
tr
uc
tR

ou
te

12
/F
ul
to
n
Ro

ad
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

22
20
5

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
U
.S
.1
01
/H
ea
rn

A
ve
nu

e
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
(in

cl
ud

es
w
id
en
in
g
ov
er
cr
os
si
ng

an
d
ra
m
ps
)

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
49

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
79



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

So
no

m
a

22
20
7

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Ex
te
nd

Fa
rm

er
s
La
ne

fr
om

Be
lle
vu
e
Av
en
ue

to
Be

nn
et
tV

al
le
y
Ro

ad
as

a
3
la
ne

or
4
la
ne

ar
te
ria

l(
in
cl
ud

es
a
bi
cy
cl
e
la
ne

an
d
si
de

w
al
k)

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

22
43
8

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
Bo

de
ga

H
ig
hw

ay
w
es
to

fS
eb
as
to
po

l(
in
cl
ud

es
st
ra
ig
ht
en

in
g
cu
rv
es

ne
ar

O
cc
id
en
ta
la
nd

ad
di
ng

tu
rn

po
ck
et
s)

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

22
49
0

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Co
nv
er
tb

rid
ge
s
in
So
no

m
a
Co

un
ty
fr
om

1
la
ne

to
2
la
ne

So
no

m
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

22
65
2

Co
m
m
itt
ed

Re
ha
bi
lit
at
e
pa
ve
m
en
to

n
U
.S
.1
01

fr
om

St
ee
le
La
ne

to
G
ra
nt

A
ve
nu

e
ov
er
he
ad

in
H
ea
ld
sb
ur
g

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

22
65
5

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

U
.S
.1
01

fo
r
H
O
V
la
ne

s
(o
ne

in
ea
ch

di
re
ct
io
n)

fr
om

Ro
hn

er
tP

ar
k

Ex
pr
es
sw

ay
to

Sa
nt
a
Ro

sa
Av

en
ue

(in
cl
ud

es
in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
an
d

ra
m
p
m
et
er
in
g)

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

22
65
6

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
U
.S
.1
01
/E
as
tW

as
hi
ng
to
n
St
re
et

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
(in

cl
ud

es
ne
w

no
rt
hb

ou
nd

on
ra
m
p
an
d
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
to

so
ut
hb

ou
nd

on
ra
m
p)

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

94
68
9

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
U
.S
.1
01
/A
ra
ta

La
ne

in
te
rc
ha
ng
e
in
W
in
ds
or
,i
nc
lu
di
ng

ne
w
on

an
d

of
f
ra
m
ps

an
d
re
al
ig
nm

en
to

fL
os

A
m
ig
os

Ro
ad

no
rt
h
of

Ar
at
a
La
ne

(P
ha
se

4)
G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

94
69
1

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

In
st
al
lt
ra
ff
ic
si
gn
al
sy
st
em

on
Ro

ut
e
12
1
an
d
im

pr
ov
e
ch
an
ne

liz
at
io
n
at

8t
h

St
re
et

N
or
th

Ba
y

Ea
st

W
es
t

98
18
3

Co
m
m
itt
ed

W
id
en

U
.S
.1
01

fo
r
H
O
V
la
ne

s
be
tw

ee
n
St
ee
le
La
ne

an
d
W
in
ds
or

Ri
ve
r
Ro

ad
(P
ha
se

A)
G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

23
03
41

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pr
ov
e
ch
an
ne

liz
at
io
n
an
d
tr
af
fic

si
gn
al
iz
at
io
n
on

M
ir
ab
el
Ro

ad
an
d
Ro

ut
e
11
6

So
no

m
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
03
45

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Re
ha
bi
lit
at
e
or

re
pl
ac
e
ex
is
tin

g
H
ea
ld
sb
ur
g
A
ve
nu

e
Br
id
ge

G
ol
de

n
G
at
e

23
04
37

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Pr
ov
id
e
in
fr
as
tr
uc
tu
re

fo
rt
w
o
hi
gh

fr
eq
ue
nc
y
Bu

s
Ra

pi
d
Tr
an
si
tc
or
rid

or
s
in

Sa
nt
a
Ro

sa
(in

cl
ud

es
ve
hi
cl
e
pu

rc
ha
se
s,
in
fr
as
tr
uc
tu
re

su
ch

as
bu

s
st
op

s/
in
te
rm

od
al
no

de
s,
an
d
te
ch
no

lo
gy

su
pp

or
t)

So
no

m
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

23
04
42

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Im
pl
em

en
ts
er
vi
ce

en
ha
nc
em

en
ts
fo
rS

an
ta

Ro
sa

Ci
ty
Bu

s
(in

cl
ud

es
te
ch
no

lo
gy

en
ha
nc
em

en
ts
su
ch

as
vi
de
o,
au
to
m
at
ic
ve
hi
cl
e
lo
ca
tio

n
an
d
fa
re
bo

x
up

gr
ad
es
,

op
er
at
io
ns

an
d
m
ai
nt
en
an
ce

fa
ci
lit
ie
s
im

pr
ov
em

en
ts
an
d
ve
hi
cl
e
pu

rc
ha
se
s)

So
no

m
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
50

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
80



In
ve
st
m
en

t
Ty
pe

*
Pr
oj
ec
t/
Pr
og
ra
m

Tr
an

sp
or
ta
ti
on

20
35

Pl
an

(P
ro
po

se
d
Pr
oj
ec
t)

N
o
Pr
oj
ec
t

H
M
/C
PE

+
La
nd

H
M
/C
PE

=
H
ea
vy

M
ai
nt
en

an
ce
/

Cl
im

at
e
Pr
ot
ec
tio

n
Em

ph
as
is

A
lte

rn
at
iv
es

H
M
/

CP
E

H
M
/C
PE

+
Pr
ic
in
g

Co
rr
id
or

Re
fe
re
nc
e

N
um

be
r

So
no

m
a

23
07
00

N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t

Lo
ca
ls
tr
ee
ts
an
d
ro
ad
s
m
ai
nt
en
an
ce

So
no

m
a

Co
un

ty
w
id
e

A
pp

en
di
x
C:

Pr
oj
ec
t
Li
st
in
g

C
51

*
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
th
at

ar
e
fu
lly

fu
nd

ed
vi
a
fu
nd

s
re
se
rv
ed

by
la
w
fo
rs
pe

ci
fic

us
es
,o
ra

llo
ca
te
d
by

M
TC

ac
tio

n
pr
io
rt
o
th
e
de

ve
lo
pm

en
to

ft
he

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20

35
Pl
an
.

"N
ew

Co
m
m
itm

en
t"
pr
oj
ec
ts
ar
e
th
os
e
pr
oj
ec
ts
fu
nd

ed
in
pa
rt
or

in
fu
ll
w
ith

"d
is
cr
et
io
na
ry
fu
nd

s"
w
hi
ch

ar
e
fle

xi
bl
e
fu
nd

s
av
ai
la
bl
e
to

M
TC

(a
nd

no
ta

lre
ad
y
pr
og
ra
m
m
ed

to
"C
om

m
itt
ed

"
pr
oj
ec
ts
)f
or

as
si
gn
m
en
tv
ia
th
e
Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
20
35

Pl
an

pl
an
ni
ng

pr
oc
es
s.

2-
81



3-1 

3 Comments on the Draft EIR 

This section contains copies of the comment letters and oral comments received on the Draft EIR 
on the Transportation 2035 Plan, outlined in the table below. A total of 29 letters (plus three sets 
of comments from the MTC joint advisors workshop and two public hearings) were received 
during the 45-day comment period, from December 19, 2008 through February 2, 2009. 
Although several comments were received late, they are included in this Final EIR (indicated in 
the table below with an asterisk). Each comment letter is numbered, and each individual 
comment is lettered in the left-hand margin. Responses to each comment are provided in Section 
4 of this document. Please note that only comments on the Draft EIR are addressed in this Final 
EIR. Comments on the Transportation 2035 Plan are addressed separately by MTC. When a 
letter was found to comment entirely on the Plan, or a subsection of a letter was labeled “Plan 
Comments”, those comments were not individually numbered for EIR response. 

Where appropriate, the information and/or revisions suggested in these comment letters have 
been incorporated into the Final EIR. These revisions are included in Section 2 of this document. 

All documents incorporated herein by reference are available for review at the MTC offices 
located at 101 Eighth Street, Oakland, CA 94607. 

Comments Received on the Transportation 2035 Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report

Letter # Date Agency/Organization Commenter 

Agencies (Federal, State Regional, Local)(A) 

A1 February 2, 2009 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Kathleen Goforth 

A2 February 2, 2009 Caltrans District 4 Bijan Sartipi 

A3 February 2, 2009 Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission 

Lindy Lowe 

A4 February 2, 2009 Bay Area Rapid Transit District Marianne Payne 

A5 January 30, 2009 Transbay Joint Powers Authority Maria Ayerdi-Kaplan 

A6 February 2, 2009 Alameda County Congestion Management 
Agency 

Dennis Fay 

A7 February 2, 2009 Alameda County Public Health Department Sandra Witt 

A8 February 2, 2009 City/County Association of Governments of 
San Mateo County  

Richard Napier  

A9 February 2, 2009 Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority John Ristow 

A10 February 2, 2009 Caltrain G. Ted Yurek 

A11 February 2, 2009 City of San Jose, Department of Planning, 
Building, and Code Enforcement 

Janis Moore 

A12 January 22, 2009 Contra Costa Transportation Authority David E. Hudson, 
CCTA Chair 
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Comments Received on the Transportation 2035 Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report

Letter # Date Agency/Organization Commenter 

A13 January 23, 2009 Solano Transportation Authority Jim Spering,  
STA Chair 

Organizations/Individuals (B) 

B1 January 14, 2009  William J. Allen 

B2 January 15, 2009  Sherman Lewis 

B3 January 20, 2009  Sherman Lewis 

B4 January 20, 2009 Bay Area Bicycle Coalition Andrew Casteel 

B5 January 27, 2009  Michael Cluster 

B6 January 27, 2009  Charlie Cameron 

B7 January 28, 2009 Friends of BRT Len Conly 

B8 January 29, 2009  Charles Kroupa 

B9 January 29, 2009 TransForm Carli Payne 

B10 January 31, 2009  John Blayney 

B11 January 31, 2009 Transportation Solutions Defense and 
Education Fund 

David Schonbrunn 

B12 February 2, 2009 San Francisco Tomorrow Jennifer Clary and 
Norman Rolfe 

B13 February 2, 2009  Omar Chatty 

B14 February 2, 2009  Libby Lucas 

B15 February 2, 2009 RAFT Unsigned 

B16 February 2, 2009 Gerald P. Cauthen & Associates Gerald P. Cauthen 

B17 February 2, 2009 Breathe California Andy Katz 

B18 February 2, 2009 Sierra Club, Bay Area Transportation 
Committee 

Irvin Dawid 

B19* February 3, 2009  Sherman Lewis 
 

B20* February 6, 2009  Michael Sarabia 

Oral Testimony (C) 

C1 January 7, 2009 Joint Advisor Workshop Oral Comments 

C2 January 27, 2009 Public Hearing on Draft Plan and EIR 

C2-A   Norman Rolfe 

C2-B   Fred Doolittle 

C2-C   Roger Bazeley 

C2-D   Jaimie Whitaker 

C2-E   Bob Allen 

C2-F   Rodney Llewellyn 

C2-G   Woody Hastings 
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Comments Received on the Transportation 2035 Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report

Letter # Date Agency/Organization Commenter 

C2-H   Paul Brooke 

C2-I   Arly Cassidy 

C2-J   Michael Ludwig 

C2-K   Shirley Johnson 

C2-L   Jonathan Frieman 

C2-M   Sheryl Karpoinz 

C2-N   Paul Webber 

C2-O   Don Rothblatt 

C2-P   Amanda Ekin 

C3 January 28, 2009 Public Hearing on Draft Plan and EIR 

C3-A   Duane De Witt 

C3-B   Robert Allen 

C3-C   Charlie Cameron 

C3-D   Cal Simone 

C3-E   Andrew Casteel 

C3-F   David Schonbrunn 

C3-G   Jonathan Bair 

C3-H   Norman Rolfe 

C3-I   Carli Paine 

C3-J   Tom Blalock 

C3-K   Frank James 

C3-L   Christine Culver 

C3-M   Len Conley 

C3-N   Gerald Cauthen 

C3-O   Athena Applon 

C3-P   Shirley Stahlke 
* Comments received after the official comment period was closed. 
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OneHarborCenter,Suite130
SuisunCity,California94585

AreaCode 707
424-6075· Fax424-6074

January 23, 2009Members:
Benicia
Dixon
Fairfield
RioVista
SolanoCounty
SuisunCity
Vacaville
Vallejo

Bill Dodd, Chairperson
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, California 94607

RE: Draft Transportation 2035 Plan

Dear Chairman DO~~\./

The Solano Transportation Authority (STA) has reviewed the draft 2035 Regional
Transportation Plan's (RTP) project list contained in Appendix 1 to the Draft RTP. This
review covered both the Bay Area/Multi-County projects and those for individual
counties, including Solano County.

The Solano County projects were selected by the STA Board after a series of public
meetings and staff technical advisory committee meetings in late 2007 and early 200S.
They represent both a continuation of previous planning efforts and commitments, and
an adaptation to changing transportation, economic and environmental conditions. Our
review of the projects put forth by other counties, and for the broader Bay Area, lead us
to believe that a similar mix of faithfulness to existing commitments and adaptation to
new circumstances guided the selection of those projects as well.

The Solano County projects include a substantial increase in mass transit investments in
areas that strongly support high-density transit oriented development; local routes with a
high benefit-to-cost ratio that take traffic off of the interstate highway system;
improvement to the complex I':'SO/I-6S0/SR-12series of interchanges, which serves as a
major bottleneck for local, regional and inter-regional mobility; and, major investment
in the maintenance of streets and roads. We believe this mix of projects will help
advance the county and region's ability to meet the climate change obligations of the
California Global Warming Solutions Act and the recently-approved SB 375, while still
maintaining mobility for commerce, and for people of all means.

Finally, we believe that the Solano County and Bay-Area wide project list is financially
realistic. The project list is financially constrained, as required by law. Local projects
are funded from Solano County Share funds, Regional Measure 2 and statewide
Corridor Mobility Investment Account (CMIA) voter-approved programs. The local
projects also support the regional High Occupancy Toll Lane project, a vital component
in developing a reliable and reliably-funded high occupancy lane system.
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Ltr. to Bill Dodd, MTC Chairperson dated January 23, 2009
Re. Draft Transportation 2035 Plan

Page 2 of2

The STA was closely involved in the development of the definition of "committed" projects
in the Draft RTP, and in the creation of the list of committed projects. The STA believes it is
important to hold faith with the long-term fiscal and political commitments contained in these
projects, many of them funded in a large part by voter-approved tax measures or approved by
locally elected public officials. It is especially easy to support the committed projects in light
ofthe fact that none of them are expected to create results that run counter to the goals of the
Draft RTP. The STA would not support any effort to divert funds for committed projects to
any other purpose.

The STA believes that the Draft RTP has been developed using an effective community
outreach program, and has effectively solicited comments ITomand addressed the concerns of
the general public, the advocacy community and local governments. The resulting plan has
been subjected to a technical and environmental analysis that not only meets the legal
requirements of state and federal law, but that also provides realistic information to the MTC
Board members and others who will charged with implementing the plan. For these reasons,
the STA endorses the Draft RTP, and encourages the MTC Board to approve the Plan and the
related environmental and air quality documents.

Sincerely,

Cc: STA Board Members
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4 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

This section includes responses to each comment, and in the same order, as presented in Section 
3. The responses are marked with the same number-letter combination as the comment to which 
they respond, as shown in the left-hand margin of the comment letters. In accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b), on March 2, 2009, MTC transmitted responses to written 
comments submitted by public agencies for their information prior to the Commission’s review 
and certification of the Final EIR. 

AGENCIES 

LETTER A1—UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (US 
EPA) 

A1-A: The comment states that SAFETEA-LU requires that the mitigation strategy included in 
the long-range transportation plans promote regional avoidance (italics added by 
comment), minimization, and mitigation to preserve pristine areas, or restore or enhance 
areas with the greatest potential for success. As such, the comment suggests that in 
developing the regional mitigation strategy the long-range plan should identify: 1) what 
mitigation is proposed, 2) where it would be most successful, and 3) how specific 
mitigation activities will restore or maintain critical environmental functions. Also, the 
comment states that the Draft EIR does not contain specific discussion of a regional 
mitigation strategy for the Transportation 2035 Plan, and therefore the document does 
not meet the requirements of SAFETEA-LU (underline added by commenter). 

 MTC respectfully disagrees with the comment’s interpretation of SAFTETEA-LU. 
Specifically, MTC contends that SAFETEA-LU does not require a “regional mitigation 
strategy”, and the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan and process has fully complied 
with SAFETEA-LU requirements. Furthermore, it is MTC’s position that U.S. EPA and 
other state/regional resource agencies that have the environmental expertise are better 
suited to develop such regional mitigation strategies, and MPOs should consult them in 
future long-range transportation planning efforts. The rest of this response describes the 
actual requirements of SAFETEA-LU (which apply to the Plan), and how the Draft EIR 
process helps to meet those requirements. 

 There are two SAFETEA-LU requirements for regional transportation plans that pertain 
to environmental mitigation and consultation, as follows: 

• Section 450.322(f)(7) requires “a discussion of types of potential environmental 
mitigation activities and potential areas to carry out these activities, including 
activities that may have the greatest potential to restore and maintain the 
environmental functions affected by the metropolitan transportation plan. The 
discussion may focus on policies, programs, or strategies, rather than at the 
project level. The discussion shall be developed in consultation with Federal, 
State, and Tribal land management, wildlife, and regulatory agencies. The MPO 
may establish reasonable timeframes for performing this consultation.” 
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• Section 450.322(g)(1) and (2) requires “the MPO shall consult, as appropriate, 
with State and local agencies responsible for land use management, natural 
resources, environmental protection, conservation, and historic preservation 
concerning the development of the transportation plan. The consultation shall 
involve as appropriate: (1) Comparison of transportation plans with State 
conservation plans or maps, if available; or (2) Comparison of transportation 
plans to inventories of natural or historic resources, if available. 

 MTC complied with the above two SAFTEA-LU sections by consulting with resource 
agencies during the development of the Transportation 2035 Plan and its Draft EIR, as 
part of the Notice of Preparation and public scoping efforts as described on p. 1.1-5 of the 
DRAFT EIR and consultation efforts on mitigation measures as outlined on p. 1.1-6 of 
the DRAFT EIR. As part of the November 12, 2008 agency consultation on mitigation 
measures, MTC specifically requested input from resource agencies in attendance (which 
included U.S. EPA, Caltrans District 4, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services, California Coastal 
Commission, California Department of Conservation, San Francisco Bay Conservation 
and Development Commission, and Bay Area Air Quality Management District) to 
provide MTC with specific mitigation language that could be incorporated into the Draft 
EIR. During this discussion, there was interest expressed by the resource agencies, 
particularly U.S. EPA, about identifying “advanced mitigations” in the Draft EIR, and 
input on mitigations provided by resource agencies following this discussion have been 
incorporated in the Draft EIR. The requests made by agencies are a part of the 
administrative record, and the language modified in response to those requests may be 
found throughout the Draft EIR in issue sections relevant to each agency. 

 Regarding SAFETEA-LU Section 450.322(g)(1) and (2) and the parallel request under the 
first bullet point on page 3 of the comment letter, throughout the preparation of the Draft 
EIR for the Transportation 2035 Plan, MTC made a concerted and good-faith effort to 
identify key documents prepared by resources agencies that may impact future 
transportation plans and to ensure any actions in the plan do not conflict with those of 
the resource agencies. During the preparation of the Draft EIR, the EIR preparers 
reviewed numerous plans and resources, as well as compared the working draft of the 
Transportation 2035 Plan with the latest State conservation plans or maps that were 
available for analytic purposes. See the Bibliography section of Part Four: Bibliography 
and Appendices of the Draft EIR for all planning documents and resources referenced in 
the Draft EIR. Note that MTC did not receive any comment letters on the Draft EIR from 
resource agencies stating that the Transportation 2035 Plan and its EIR are inconsistent 
with State conservation plans, maps or inventories of natural or historic resources. 

 Regarding the first bullet point on page 4 of the comment letter, MTC notes throughout 
the Draft EIR that the specific alignments and design specifications of component 
projects within the Transportation 2035 Plan are as described in the plan, wherein 
projects are at different levels of project development ranging from planning concept, 
design, preliminary engineering or construction. For example, due to uncertainty about 
specific alignments, the farmland impact analysis is conducted using a generic 
conservative “buffer” around the centerline or midpoint of component projects. In some 
cases, the choices for alignments of projects or corridors have not yet been made (hence 
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the Draft EIR’s recommendations for project level mitigations once the project level 
CEQA analysis is under way). In others, choices are made by local agencies prior to 
proposing projects for inclusion in the Transportation 2035 Plan. Either way, the EIR on 
the proposed Plan does not evaluate component projects within the Plan, but rather the 
program as a whole (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). 

 Regarding the last three bullets on page 4 of the comment letter, MTC administers some 
federal, state and regional moneys slated for transportation and air quality purposes, and 
where appropriate, MTC has identified financial mechanisms to fund mitigations as 
described in Mitigation Measures 2.1-2(a), 2.1-2(c), and 2.2(b), 2.2(f). However, because 
MTC does not have authority to establish conservation easements nor does MTC prepare 
project-level CEQA/NEPA documents where one could describe county/city designation 
of open space, MTC identified mitigation measures to be considered and implemented by 
project sponsors as described in Mitigation Measures 2.3(a), 2.3(b), and 2.3(c).  

 Nonetheless, in the interest of supporting US EPA’s efforts, MTC is providing language in 
the Mitigation Monitoring Program of this Final EIR (Appendix C) to support the 
overarching goals of a “regional mitigation strategy”: 

 In Support of a Regional Mitigation Strategy 

 In its role as a regional transportation planning agency, and in cooperation with its partner 
regional agencies ABAG, BAAQMD, and BCDC, MTC is identifying opportunities for 
region-wide coordination to achieve environmental protection goals, not the least through 
the Joint Policy Committee’s efforts to coordinate implementation of Assembly Bill 32 and 
Senate Bill 375 and through ongoing interagency consultation with federal/state resource 
agencies, Tribal governments, and other stakeholders. Key opportunities to enhance 
coordinated mitigation efforts may include increased integration of conservation mapping 
data to inform easement decisions and project location choices (a process that has already 
begun in this Draft EIR (e.g. farmland mapping and sea level rise mapping, among others) 
and enhanced travel and socio-economic demographic forecast models. 

A1-B: Under CEQA, the Draft EIR on the Transportation 2035 Plan is responsible for helping 
MTC determine whether the proposed Project may have a significant effect on the 
environment. CEQA Guidelines Section 15382 defines the term “significant effect on the 
environment” as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the 
physical conditions within the area affected by the project including land, air, water, 
minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic and aesthetic significance.” 
The definition goes on to state that “economic or social change by itself shall not be 
considered a significant effect on the environment.” Furthermore, “evidence of economic 
and social impacts that do not contribute to or are not caused by physical changes in the 
environment is not substantial evidence that the project may have a significant effect on 
the environment.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(f)(6)) 

 Under this definition, the economic or equity impact on low income communities of 
potential pricing strategies presented in the alternatives analysis are not evaluated as a 
part of the Draft EIR. Rather, MTC conducted a separate Equity Analysis (described on 
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page 3.1-5 of the Draft EIR) in order to evaluate and address these issues. This report is 
available on MTC’s website: http://mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/. 

Furthermore, MTC would like to clarify that it did not “choose” the Heavy 
Maintenance/Climate Protection + Pricing Strategies alternative, but rather the Draft EIR 
alternatives analysis contained in Chapter 3.1 identified it as the environmentally superior 
of the alternatives available. Other factors and tradeoffs, described on Draft EIR pages 
3.1-38 through 3.1-41 must be taken into account before a project is chosen. 

A1-C: A revision to Draft EIR p. 2.5-23, mitigation measure 2.5(c), is provided in Section 2 of 
this Final EIR to incorporate suggestions in this comment. 

A1-D: The Draft EIR (pages 2.2-8 and 2.2-9) acknowledges and discusses the public health 
impacts of diesel particulate matter and toxic air contaminants, particularly in areas of 
concentrated emissions, such as near ports, rail yards, freeways, or warehouse 
distribution centers. The Draft EIR also cites recent efforts to evaluate port-related 
emissions and health risks undertaken by the California Air Resources Board (CARB), 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), and the Port of Oakland (see 
Footnote 4 on page 2.2-9 of the Draft EIR). To more directly address the comment about 
MTC’s commitment to engage the public and other agencies to address goods movement 
emissions and health impact issues, a revision to Draft EIR p. 2.2-22, mitigation measure 
2.2(c), in the form of additional language is provided in Section 2 of this Final EIR to 
address this comment. 

A1-E: This comment about aligning Plan objectives better with Plan environmental goals 
concerns the substance of the Transportation 2035 Plan itself, not the Draft EIR, which 
provides environmental review of that plan. This comment does not raise environmental 
issues under CEQA. It should be noted that MTC’s performance-based approach to 
preparing the Transportation 2035 Plan focuses on ways to protect the economy, 
environment, and equity. The performance objectives approved by the Commission for 
this plan presently focus on transportation, air quality, and transportation-housing 
affordability metrics. When preparing the next regional transportation plan update, 
which includes the Sustainable Communities Strategy as required by SB 375, MTC will 
take the opportunity to consider other performance objectives such as the suggested one 
to protect endangered species, critical habitats and open space. 

LETTER A2—CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
(CALTRANS) 

A2-A: The comment is correct to specify that the environmental checklist in Appendix G of the 
CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.) poses the question of whether the project 
would cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic 
load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the 
number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections). These types of questions are intended to encourage thoughtful assessment 
of impacts but do not constitute specific thresholds of significance for determining 
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project impacts. A revision to Draft EIR p. 2.1-7, paragraph 1 under Significance Criteria, 
is provided in Section 2 of this Final EIR to address this comment by removing the text. 

A2-B: The comment incorrectly states that Table 2.5-2 of the Draft EIR shows the region’s 
already unacceptable carbon dioxide emissions are projected to increase significantly by 
2035 with or without the plan. Contrary to this comment, page 2.5-18 of the Draft EIR 
states that the “proposed Transportation 2035 Plan, with implementation of the Pavley 
Phase 1 and Phase 2 rules for greenhouse gas emission standards for new cars, is expected 
to result in about 76,000 tons of carbon dioxide emissions per day by 2035, reducing 
emission rates by 14,000 tons per day (16 percent) compared to existing conditions.” 

 The comment further states that the Plan should do more to effectively address these 
problems, and suggests that there be a commitment to instituting roadway pricing 
strategies and to extending these beyond HOT lanes to price whole corridors relative to 
fluctuations in demand as a means to reduce the transportation and associated 
environmental problems that the region will face in 2035. While MTC agrees that pricing 
strategies should be used to manage travel demand as described on page 12 and pages 58-
63 of the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan, MTC currently does not have legislative 
authority to implement the Regional HOT Network or any other pricing strategies. Please 
see response to comment B16-C for additional information about next steps to 
implement pricing strategies. 

A2-C: MTC respectfully disagrees with this suggestion. CEQA gives discretion to lead agencies 
to establish thresholds of significance based on individual circumstances. The EIR 
preparers established significance thresholds consistent with CEQA Guideline that states 
that a threshold of significance is an identifiable quantitative, qualitative, or performance 
level of a particular environmental effect, noncompliance with which means the effect will 
normally be determined to be significant by the agency and compliance with which 
means the effect normally will be determined to be less than significant (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.7(a)). MTC undertook the following steps to identify thresholds 
of significance for this EIR, as follows: 

 (a) Referenced the environmental checklist contained in Appendix G of the 
CEQA Guidelines; 

 (b) Reviewed the thresholds of significance used in MTC’s Transportation 2030 
Plan Draft EIR (see MTC, Transportation 2030 Plan Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (October 2004) at http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2030_plan/eir.htm); 

 (c) Surveyed thresholds of significance used by other California metropolitan 
planning organizations in their most recent EIRs for the their regional 
transportation plans; 

 (d) Conducted research on white papers, technical advisories, and other research 
documents for guidance on a threshold of significance for greenhouse gas 
emissions; and 
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 (e) Selected thresholds of significance for this EIR, updating previous thresholds 
from past EIRs and adding new ones based on our research. 

 While vehicle hours of delay was not used as a threshold of significance for the impact 
analysis, the Draft EIR provided information about the comparison of the proposed 
Project to the future baseline and existing conditions with respect to vehicle hours of 
delay as shown on Draft EIR page 2.1-17 (along with other transportation indicators) for 
purposes of fully disclosing the transportation analysis conducted in this EIR. 

A2-D: This comment about committing funding to bicycle and pedestrian studies concerns the 
substance of the Transportation 2035 Plan itself, not the Draft EIR, which provides 
environmental review of that plan. This comment does not raise environmental issues 
under CEQA. However, please see response to comment B4-A for more information 
about the role of bicycle and pedestrian counts in the Draft EIR and modeling efforts. 
Note also that in 2003 MTC developed a standard methodology to count bicycles and 
pedestrians. As part of this study, 100 locations in the region were identified to provide 
data collection points to compare activity and exposure on an annual basis. MTC is 
working with the ITE on the National Documentation Project and partner agencies to 
conduct counts beginning in spring 2009 with updated methodology to develop exposure 
which will help to develop collision rates. Furthermore, MTC’s Routine Accommodations 
Policy will help to assist MTC and local agencies to see which projects have provided 
facilities for both bicycles and pedestrians. MTC will also begin an effort to work with its 
partners and stakeholders to develop a methodology to assess the pedestrian needs within 
the region and in particular FOCUS PDAs and other transit-focused developments. 

A2-E: MTC staff works directly with Caltrans, the Native American Heritage Commission, and 
the National Indian Justice Center each time a plan is updated, in order to obtain the 
most current and comprehensive list of tribes to invite to participate in the planning 
process, as well as to refine and enhance the consultation process itself. The list of tribes 
consulted for the Plan and this Draft EIR is a part of the administrative record, and 
includes over 16 distinct tribal organizations in the region. In accordance with SB 18 and 
SAFETEA-LU, MTC consults and will continue to make a good faith effort to consult 
with tribes in the region. Please see Draft EIR pp. 1.1-6 and 2.11-10 for more information 
on specific tribal consultation activities conducted for this EIR process. 

A2-F: This section of the comment letter concerns the substance of the Transportation 2035 
Plan itself, not the Draft EIR, which provides environmental review of that plan. This 
comment does not raise environmental issues under CEQA. MTC has prepared a 
separate response to comments on the plan. 

LETTER A3—SAN FRANCISCO BAY CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 
COMMISSION (BCDC) 

A3-A: A revision to Draft EIR p. 2.5-7 in the form of a replacement map is provided in Section 2 
of this Final EIR to address this comment. 
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LETTER A4—BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT (BART) 

A4-A: This comment letter concerns the substance of the Transportation 2035 Plan itself, not 
the Draft EIR, which provides environmental review of that plan. This letter does not 
raise environmental issues under CEQA. MTC appreciates BART’s commitment to work 
with us on climate change issues. 

 However, the proposed Project does not specifically include development of housing or 
jobs around transit stops described in paragraph five of the comment letter, and therefore 
the Draft EIR does not evaluate the impact of specific housing or jobs on public facilities 
or services, including BART service provision. Rather, the Draft EIR on the 
Transportation 2035 Plan evaluates the programmatic environmental impact of proposed 
improvements that are included in the Plan, all of which are transportation-related 
improvements. General regional housing and job growth are taken into account in 
cumulative impacts and the growth-inducing assessment (Chapter 2.12 of the Draft EIR). 

 Also pursuant to CEQA, the Draft EIR does not evaluate the direct or indirect economic 
or financial impacts of the proposed Project, such as the indirect cost to BART of serving 
potential future development focused around transit stations. Lastly, the impact of road 
pricing on transit as described in paragraph seven of the comment letter is evaluated in 
Part Three: Alternatives and CEQA-Required Conclusions of the Draft EIR, as it is a part 
of the overall modeling of the Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis + 
Pricing Strategies alternative. 

LETTER A5—TRANSBAY JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY 

A5-A: A revision to Draft EIR p. 2.9-43 removes the project from the impact list, and is provided 
in Section 2 of this Final EIR to address this comment. 

LETTER A6—ALAMEDA COUNTY CONGESTION MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

A6-A: MTC acknowledges your ongoing support and participation in the development and 
review of the Transportation 2035 Plan and Draft EIR. Please see the response to 
comment B11-B regarding committed funds and projects, as well as response to comment 
A7-A regarding the inclusion of committed projects within the No Project Alternative 
definition. These responses demonstrate that MTC’s analysis and assumptions are 
consistent with the comment. 

LETTER A7—ALAMEDA COUNTY PUBLIC HEALTH DEPARTMENT 

A7-A: This is the first of a number of letters that comment on the definition of the No Project 
alternative. Some comments proposed a No Project alternative wherein no funds, 
including committed projects, are invested (Comments A7-A, B5-G). These comments 
question whether it is appropriate to include as part of a No Project alternative 
“committed” projects that have full funding and/or were part of a voter approved 
transportation expenditure plan but are not actually under construction, because, 
according to some comments, MTC possesses discretion in its role of programming 
funds, and could allegedly reallocate this funding to other purposes (Comments B9-A, 
B11-A, and B11-K). Some comments questioned only the inclusion of committed 
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expansion projects in the No Project alternative. Comment B11-A claims that MTC failed 
to properly analyze the impacts of the proposed Project as compared to the 2035 No 
Project alternative, because the definition of the No Project includes these “planned-but-
not-constructed” investments. As MTC’s definition of the No Project is consistent with 
CEQA, this response is intended to address the CEQA definition of the No Project 
analysis, and how the Draft EIR on the Transportation 2035 Plan meets CEQA 
requirements pertaining to “no project” analysis. For the response regarding the 
definition of committed projects, please see Comment B11-B. 

 According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(e)(1), “the purpose of describing and 
analyzing a no project alternative is to allow decision-makers to compare the impacts of 
approving the proposed project with the impacts of not approving the proposed project.” 
Under CEQA, “[t]he ‘no project’ analysis must discuss the existing conditions at the time 
the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the 
time environmental analysis is commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected 
to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans 
and consistent with available infrastructure and community services” (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(e)(2), italics added). 

 MTC’s approach to defining the No Project alternative in this program EIR is guided by 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A), not Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B) as argued in 
comment B11-A. The comment states that the Transportation 2035 Plan is rightfully 
defined not as a land use or regulatory plan but as a “collection of conventional projects.” 
The comment contends this “collection” should be evaluated as a single project, and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B) would define the No Project condition as the 
property’s “existing state.”  

 MTC’s response to this contention is three-fold: 

1) MTC maintains that the Transportation 2035 Plan is rightfully a “revision to an 
existing land use or regulatory plan, policy, or ongoing operation” as described 
under CEQA 15126.6(e)(3)(A) because it is a long-range program for a 
multiplicity of coordinated actions to be taken over time by various agencies over 
a very large planning area (this description of the RTP as a program of projects is 
what was used to decide to produce a “program EIR” as defined under CEQA; see 
Draft EIR p. 1.1-2, EIR Scope, for more information),  

2) It is clear that other projects initiated under the existing Transportation 2030 
Plan will continue while the new plan is being developed, and  

3) The practical result of the proposed Project’s non-approval would be the 
continuation of the existing plan. 

 The No Project future condition, thus defined, includes the components of the 
Transportation 2030 Plan that are reasonably expected to be continued. It includes the 
existing transportation system, transportation projects under construction, and 
transportation projects that have full funding commitments, such as fully funded sales tax 
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transportation projects authorized by voter-approved transportation expenditure plans 
and expected to be completed over the Transportation 2035 Plan period (Draft EIR, p. 
1.1-8). This definition, though it includes investments that are not yet constructed, is 
consistent with CEQA because it reflects MTC’s best estimate of what may reasonably be 
expected to occur if the Transportation 2035 Plan were not adopted and the existing 
Transportation 2030 Plan were continued into the foreseeable future. It would be far less 
reasonable to assume that all of these funding commitments and associated projects in 
various stages of development at the local, regional, state, and federal level would cease or 
fail to occur simply because the Transportation 2035 Plan is not approved. 

 The apparent reason for criticism of the No Project definition seems to be the perception 
that it reduces the effectiveness of the EIR alternatives analysis, particularly as it pertains 
to illustrating the full adverse environmental impacts of the proposed Project. A 
comment states that “given the global climate change crisis, as well as the greenhouse gas 
reduction goals set in AB 32, it is essential that decision makers and the public 
understand the environmental impacts of new investments combined with existing 
investments” (Comment A7-A). MTC addresses this issue by providing through this 
Draft EIR a complete description and analysis of the change between existing conditions 
and the complete proposed Project, which includes both committed projects and new 
commitments. It is this comparison that forms the basis of the findings of significance. 

LETTER A8—CITY/COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS OF SAN 
MATEO COUNTY 

A8-A: MTC acknowledges your ongoing support and participation in the development and 
review of the Transportation 2035 Plan and Draft EIR. Please see the response to 
comment B11-B regarding committed funds and projects, as well as response to comment 
A7-A regarding the inclusion of committed projects within the No Project Alternative 
definition. These responses demonstrate that MTC’s analysis and assumptions are 
consistent with the comment. 

LETTER A9—SANTA CLARA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

A9-A: MTC acknowledges your ongoing support and participation in the development and 
review of the Transportation 2035 Plan and Draft EIR. Please see the response to 
comment B11-B regarding committed funds and projects, as well as response to comment 
A7-A regarding the inclusion of committed projects within the No Project Alternative 
definition. These responses demonstrate that MTC’s analysis and assumptions are 
consistent with the comment. 

LETTER A10—CALTRAIN 

A10-A: MTC made a technical correction in reference to this project to reflect that Phase 2b is 
unfunded. A revision to Draft EIR p. 1.2-18, last paragraph, sentence 1, is provided in 
Section 2 of this Final EIR to address this comment. As shown on p. 85 of the Draft 
Transportation 2035 Plan, there are two components of the Caltrain Express project: 
Phase 2a covers design and implementation of safety elements related to signal 
communication and positive train control, and Phase 2b includes implementation of 
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systemwide level boarding program and terminal improvements. While Phase 2a is fully 
funded and included in the financially constrained Transportation 2035 Plan, Phase 2b 
does not have sufficient funding and is therefore excluded from the financially 
constrained Transportation 2035 Plan. The sponsor must identify funding for Phase 2b 
prior to its inclusion in the plan. However, illustrative projects may be identified in the 
adopted transportation plan if additional resources beyond those identified in the 
financial plan were to become available (SAFTEA-LU Section 450.322(f)(10)(vii)). As 
such, the Caltrain Express Phase 2a and 2b are included in the proposed Project which 
was evaluated in the Draft EIR. 

A10-B: MTC made a technical correction in reference to this project (#21627) to reflect that this 
project was evaluated only as part of the proposed Project and was not included in the 
program of projects evaluated in the four EIR alternatives. A revision to Draft EIR 
Appendix C is provided in Section 2 of this Final EIR to address this comment. This 
project was excluded from the No Project because the project is not fully funded but 
instead relies on future discretionary funds as identified on page 86 of the Draft 
Transportation 2035 Plan. It was also excluded from the three Heavy 
Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis alternatives because the discretionary funds 
assigned to this project were directed to other uses that address system maintenance and 
efficiency. 

 The comment also seeks clarification about the Caltrain electrification from Tamien 
Station to Gilroy project (#230534), and how it was evaluated in the Draft EIR. MTC also 
made a technical correction in reference to this project (#230534) to reflect that this 
project was evaluated only as part of the proposed Project and was not included in the 
program of projects evaluated in the four EIR alternatives. A revision to Draft EIR 
Appendix C is provided in Section 2 of this Final EIR to address this comment. Although 
this project is fully funded as identified on page 121 of the Draft Transportation 2035 
Plan, this project would be implemented in conjunction with the larger Caltrain 
electrification from San Francisco to Tamien (#21627).  

LETTER A11—SAN JOSE DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING, BUILDING, AND 
CODE ENFORCEMENT 

A11-A: A footnote to Draft EIR p. 2.3-4, paragraph 2, sentence 1, word 8 is provided in Section 2 
of this Final EIR to address this comment. 

A11-B: MTC acknowledges that the average size of households by superdistrict is not portrayed 
in Table 2.3-1. However, the magnitude of population and development in Santa Clara 
County, and San Jose in particular, is not obscured by the omission of average household 
size in this table. In the data set “MTC Superdistrict and County Summaries of ABAG’s 
Projections 2007 2000-2035 Data Summary”, Downtown San Francisco has 234 persons 
per residential acre to Central San Jose’s 24.1. This statistic accounts for household size, 
and yet still reflects that large density difference between San Francisco and San Jose. 
Draft EIR Table 2.3-8 on page 2.3-15 provides average household size by county, in which 
it is clear that Santa Clara County has a consistently larger average household size than 
San Francisco County. 
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 Nonetheless, a revision to Draft EIR p. 2.3-5, Table 2.3-1 is provided in Section 2 of this 
Final EIR to address this comment. This revision consists of a footnote that explains that 
the table does not reflect differences in average household size by superdistrict. 
Information in the comment does not affect the Draft EIR conclusions. 

LETTER A12—SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

A12-A: MTC acknowledges your ongoing support and participation in the development and 
review of the Transportation 2035 Plan and Draft EIR. Please see the response to 
comment B11-B regarding committed funds and projects, as well as response to comment 
A7-A regarding the inclusion of committed projects within the No Project Alternative 
definition. These responses demonstrate that MTC’s analysis and assumptions are 
consistent with the comment. 

LETTER A13—CONTRA COSTA TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

A13-A: MTC acknowledges your ongoing support and participation in the development and 
review of the Transportation 2035 Plan and Draft EIR. Please see the response to 
comment B11-B regarding committed funds and projects, as well as response to comment 
A7-A regarding the inclusion of committed projects within the No Project Alternative 
definition. These responses demonstrate that MTC’s analysis and assumptions are 
consistent with the comment. MTC will respond to specific comments pertaining to the 
Transportation 2035 Plan in a separate response letter. 

ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS 

LETTER B1—BILL ALLEN 

 The MTC response is included in reproduction. Please also see the web page 
http://mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/ for a link to the Draft Equity Analysis. 

LETTER B2—SHERMAN LEWIS 

 The MTC response is included in reproduction. 

LETTER B3—SHERMAN LEWIS 

 The MTC response is included in reproduction. 

LETTER B4—BAY AREA BICYCLE COALITION 

B4-A: The bicycle and walk travel forecasts are based on a non-motorized network that does not 
vary between the alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR. This means that zone-to-zone 
travel times for bicycle and walk modes are constant, and that only changes in transit and 
auto travel times and costs will affect bicycling or walking activity. The decrease in 
regional bicycle trips between the No Project alternative to the proposed Project is 
insignificant, at 0.2 percent. This is due to shifts in travel to transit and carpooling modes, 
and shifts away from driving alone and non-motorized modes. On the other hand, the 
increases in bicycle and walk trips in both the Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection 



Transportation 2035 Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 

4-12 

Emphasis alternative with land use and pricing are substantial, due to shorter overall trips 
in the land use alternative; and the higher costs of auto travel in the pricing alternative. 

 MTC agrees that a comprehensive Bay Area Travel Survey of households will be 
necessary for updating and improving on existing travel models. Data on bicycle 
ownership and usage, and pedestrian trips, is an important component of all household 
travel surveys conducted in the Bay Area. On the other hand, a comprehensive system of 
bicycle and pedestrian counts should be very useful when producing estimates of non-
motorized travel for purposes of safety analyses; but less useful for improving the 
accuracy of travel models. Eventually, data on the quality of the bicycle/pedestrian 
network, perhaps using the GIS data on Class I/II/III bicycle lanes, may be useful in 
producing models that can respond to non-motorized investments, but further research 
and model development is needed to establish empirical relationships between 
investment in non-motorized facilities and increased usage. 

LETTER B5—MICHAEL CLUSTER 

B5-A: Comment noted. 

B5-B: This comment, and others, states that the EIR should include a discussion of induced 
growth from highway widening (See, e.g., B9-C). Draft EIR Chapter 2.12: Growth-
Inducing Impacts, is the chapter dedicated to discussing growth-inducing effects of the 
Transportation 2035 Plan. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d), the Draft 
EIR considers growth-inducing effects as those “ways in which the proposed Project 
could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, 
either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.” The growth-inducing 
analysis focuses on whether the proposed Project increases growth beyond that already 
projected for the region. 

 MTC recognizes that any transportation improvement may have the potential to induce 
growth by making traveling within a region and between regions easier, cheaper, and/or 
more attractive (Draft EIR p. 2.12-1). The summary on Draft EIR pages 2.12-9 and 2.12-
10 describes the most important factors in coming to the conclusion that the 
Transportation 2035 Plan has only minimal potential to induce population or 
employment growth. Some of these factors include: transportation improvements 
generally lag behind growth in the Bay Area; proposed Plan improvements represent 
small incremental change compared to existing overall capacity of the largely built-out 
transportation network in the region; local agencies have land use authority and many 
have implemented growth management regulations and urban-rural boundaries to 
prevent growth and sprawl; and existing demand for housing in the Bay Area far exceeds 
supply, which currently prevents rapid population growth. The conclusion follows that 
the Transportation 2035 Plan does not substantively remove the major obstacles to 
population growth that already exist in the region. Any site-specific analysis of potential 
induced growth would be beyond the scope of this programmatic EIR. Any meaningful, 
site-specific analysis of induced growth would require detailed information on local 
transportation, land use, and planning conditions. That analysis will be performed when 
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specific improvements are considered. Please see Draft EIR page 1.1-2 for more 
explanation of the scope of this program EIR. 

B5-C: Paratransit services are included in the regional transit network definition. The American 
Disabilities Act (ADA) requires that public entities which operate non-commuter fixed 
route transportation services also provide complementary paratransit service for 
individuals unable to use the fixed route system. Complementary paratransit service must 
be comparable to fixed route bus service with respect to response time, fares, geographic 
area of service, hours and days of service, and capacity constraints. Therefore, each Bay 
Area transit provider is required to provide funding for paratransit services in their 
annual operating budgets. Note that when MTC prepared its 25-year financial forecasts of 
transit operating revenues and costs, paratransit operating revenues and costs were 
included in those projections. 

B5-D: The Draft EIR provides information on both total daily VMT (as shown on Table 2.1-9 
on page 2.1-12 of the Draft EIR) and per capita VMT (as shown in Table 2.1-16 on page 
2.1-22 of the Draft EIR). The significance threshold used for the transportation impact 
analysis is per capita VMT as described on page 2.1-7 of the Draft EIR. 

B5-E: MTC did not include this measure because transit passenger delay due to the effects of 
highway congestion and reliability is currently impractical to quantify as distinct from 
other sources of delay. Bus delay due to congestion can be approximated by taking the 
scheduled bus travel time during peak periods less the scheduled bus travel time during 
off-peak periods. The travel “unreliability” of the transit journey would be the additional 
time incurred by the traveler relative to the published rail, bus or ferry travel times. But 
this unreliability cannot be tied directly back to highway congestion. The impact of 
reliability on transit patronage levels is an increasingly important topic, and empirical 
research using stated preference surveys and other data is needed before a comprehensive 
measure of transit passenger delay can be articulated. 

B5-F: This response addresses several comments regarding the adequacy of MTC’s travel 
demand models (comments B9-D, B11-M, B17-F, B18-D, and B18-M). The current 
generation of travel demand models (such as MTC’s) does a reasonable job in reflecting 
travel behavior changes from land use changes (density of development, diversity of 
mixed developments), which are inputs into the mode choice models. The non-motorized 
components of the existing MTC trip-based models, and the future set of activity-based 
models, are based on land use characteristics, socio-economics of the trip-maker, and 
zone-to-zone travel times for bicycle and walk modes. Like most models today, MTC’s 
also does a reasonable job in assessing all of the major components of induced travel 
demand, including route shifts, time-of-day shifts, modal shifts, and trip destination 
shifts. In addition, MTC's travel demand models include feedback between trip 
assignments and auto ownership choice (e.g., increases in transit investment and transit 
accessibility will dampen the increase in auto ownership levels). This means that both 
auto ownership and the subsequent trip generation forecasts are sensitive to changes in 
auto and transit accessibility. Induced vehicle trip demand is reasonably accounted for in 
each of these forecasts, and the estimates of vehicle hours of delay are not 
underestimated. 
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 The limitations to the MTC travel forecasts are based on the accuracy of the input 
socioeconomic assumptions, pricing assumptions, network assumptions, and travel 
behavior assumptions, and the stability of the parameters of the empirical modeling 
relationships over time. Errors can be introduced by aggregating traveler markets to 
simplified levels (e.g., households by income levels.) 

 The new set of activity-based models, currently under development for MTC, will 
eliminate the aggregation errors and in doing so will be well suited for analyzing the 
travel behavior patterns of all sub-markets, including children, the retired, the 
unemployed, and workers working non-traditional hours (comment B5-F). Nonetheless, 
errors in the input assumptions and the stability-of-model-parameter assumptions will 
always be a concern in understanding and evaluating future-year projections. These new 
models will not take into account bicycle or pedestrian amenities or investments (e.g., 
bicycle lockers, bicycle lanes, sidewalk improvements, better information or signage for 
pedestrian and cyclists). 

 It is not at all certain whether future activity-based models will ever be able to capture the 
cultural effects or quality-of-life effects of future investments in bicycle or pedestrian 
amenities, including programs such as Safe Routes to Schools, Safe Routes to Transit or 
other educational/incentive programs. This is because of the uniqueness of these 
programs and the lack of credible data, methodologies or models (either anecdotal or 
empirical) that can be used to analyze the environmental impact outputs from the 
standard modeling processes. These particular programs need their own performance 
metrics to analyze the "before-and-after" impacts on congestion, travel behavior, and the 
environment, which would need to be based on elaborate "before-and-after" panel surveys 
and studies, focus group surveys, stated preference surveys, and other specialized models 
designed to capture the effects of these "quality-of-life" programs. 

 This is why future investments in bicycle and pedestrian amenities should be based on 
empirical “off-model” analyses, common sense, and community input, rather than 
network planning models. Any adjustments to the models (e.g., changing the utility of 
bicycling or walking) to account for these factors would at this time be speculative rather 
than evidence-based. Efforts to quantify the effectiveness of these programs should be 
considered within the community context of the program. 

 Nonetheless, in recognition of the challenges of regional travel modeling and the 
usefulness of that modeling to transportation planning, SB 375 will now require that the 
California Transportation Commission, in consultation with the California Department 
of Transportation and the California Air Resources Board, maintain guidelines for travel 
models used in the development of regional transportation plans. These guidelines must, 
to the extent practicable within resource constraints, account for: the empirical 
relationship among land use density, automobile ownership, and vehicle miles traveled; 
the impact of enhanced transit service on vehicle ownership and VMT; induced travel 
behavior and land development likely to result from highway or rail expansion; mode 
splits between automobile, transit, carpool, bicycle, and pedestrian trips; and speed, 
frequency, days, and hours of operation of transit service (Government Code Section 
14552.1(b)). In its role as a regional planning agency, and in cooperation with its partner 
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regional planning agencies ABAG, BAAQMD, and BCDC, MTC is identifying 
opportunities for region-wide coordination to achieve environmental protection goals, 
not the least through the Joint Policy Committee’s efforts to coordinate implementation 
of Senate Bill 375. Key opportunities to enhance coordinated mitigation efforts through 
SB 375 include enhancing transportation and development modeling and complete 
alignment of regional agency policies through the JPC (Draft Policies for the Bay Area’s 
Implementation of Senate Bill 375, January 23, 2009, p. 4-14). The new activity-based 
model will be available for SB 375-related planning in preparation for the next RTP 
update, scheduled to be adopted in 2013. 

B5-G: Please see response to comment A7-A. 

LETTER B6—CHARLIE CAMERON 

B6-A: Figure 1.2-1 has been revised and included in Section 2 of this Final EIR to address this 
comment. 

B6-B: Figure 2.2-1 has been revised and included in Section 2 of this Final EIR to address this 
comment. 

B6-C: A revision to Draft EIR p. Bibliography-7 is provided in Section 2 of this Final EIR to 
address this comment. 

LETTER B7—LEN CONLY 

B7-A: A revision to Draft EIR p. 2.5-2 is provided in Section 2 of this Final EIR to address this 
comment. 

B7-B: The comment requests that the threshold for determining a significant adverse impact for 
greenhouse gases be changed from any increase above existing levels of emissions to 
anything other than a decrease in emissions rates “in such a way as to meet the targets set 
in AB 32.” In other words, under this suggestion the proposed Project would have a 
significant impact if it did not decrease emissions in such a way to meet the AB 32 targets. 

 Unfortunately, there is still a lot of uncertainty about what “such a way” might be, 
particularly given that regions such as the Bay Area contribute only a portion to overall 
statewide emissions. When MTC considered possible criteria for this analysis, it was 
determined that a threshold was definitely needed, but that any numerical threshold 
other than “no increase” would seem arbitrary due to the lack of specific guidance from 
the State about levels of emissions for which each region or agency should hold 
themselves responsible. MTC contends that selection of the “no increase” threshold, 
consistent with the best guidance at the time (see footnote on Draft EIR p. 2.5-15), 
facilitated the transparent reporting of quantified impacts; demonstrated the overall 
cumulative significant effect of any ongoing emissions; and showed that under reasonable 
assumptions of future regulatory conditions, the rate of GHG emissions from the Bay 
Area transportation system would actually drop considerably from today’s rates. MTC 
contends that it would not have strengthened the analysis to have chosen a threshold of 
“x percent” below today’s emissions rates. 
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 As a reminder, CEQA Guidelines reflect the range of meanings inherent in the concept of 
“significance”. According to CEQA, “an ironclad definition of significant effect is not 
always possible because the significance of an activity may vary with the setting.” (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064 (b)) In the absence of an impact necessarily deemed significant, 
the lead agency has discretion to adopt standards for determining whether an impact is 
significant. MTC contends the criterion chosen for the GHG analysis is the “most 
responsible” because it is simple and defensible, and “most comprehensive” because it is 
not tied to a specific piece of legislation. MTC will continue to refine its expectations and 
analytical approaches according to the most current guidance from the State. 

LETTER B8—CHARLES KROUPA 

B8-A: This comment does not concern the Draft EIR. This letter does not raise environmental 
issues under CEQA. MTC does not have the authority to require specific facilities at 
wineries, but it should be noted that most wineries do indeed provide “spit buckets.” 
However, members of the public often choose to not use these facilities. 

LETTER B9—TRANSFORM 

B9-A: Please see response to comment A7-A. 

B9-B: An extensive alternatives identification and screening process took place during 
development of the Transportation 2035 Plan and Draft EIR. This is described in detail in 
the Draft EIR pages 3.1-1 through 3.1-6. Nonetheless, several comments (e.g. B9-B, B11-
C, B11-J, B16-D, B17-A and C, B18-A and C, B19-A) suggest other alternatives that MTC 
should evaluate in the EIR. Examples of different alternatives proposed include: 

• Project + Pricing; 

• Project + Land Use; 

• Project + Pricing and Land Use; 

• Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis + Pricing and Land Use; 

• Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection + Pricing minus committed expansion 
projects that are included in the No Project assumption, replaced by other transit 
project similar to the TRANSDEF Smart Growth Alternative evaluated in the EIR 
for the Transportation 2030 Plan; 

• An alternative that includes public transit improvement, transit-oriented 
development, and pricing incentives. 

 All the suggestions present combinations of things already evaluated through the existing 
Draft EIR alternatives, or previously evaluated through the vision scenario assessment 
conducted early on in the Transportation 2035 planning effort (see MTC’s Transportation 
2035 Plan Performance Assessment Report (December 2008), rather than new 
perspectives. The comments state or suggest that the EIR has failed to analyze an 
alternative that “maximizes greenhouse gas reductions,” which appeared as a request in 
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the Attorney General’s Office NOP Comment Letter (October 1, 2008, see Draft EIR 
Appendix B). There is little evidence, however, that these suggested alternatives would 
substantively reduce greenhouse gas emissions below the environmental performance 
offered by the existing alternatives. Draft EIR p. 3.1-2, first paragraph states that a key 
finding of the early vision analysis was that changes in infrastructure investments had a 
minimal effect on improving system performance. Furthermore, suggested alternatives 
that shift funds from committed projects were already found to be infeasible by MTC (see 
Draft EIR page 3.1-4 which highlights findings from the Transportation 2030 Plan EIR, 
Draft EIR page 3.1-6 regarding the suggestion when put forth by the Attorney General’s 
office during the NOP, and finally response to comment B11-B in this Final EIR 
regarding committed projects and funds). 

 The Attorney General’s request (which was received several months after the close of the 
scoping period and after work on the Draft EIR was nearly complete) is addressed on 
page 3.1-6 in the Draft EIR; MTC clarified the alternatives definitions to address that 
letter. The rest of this response describes the CEQA requirements for consideration and 
discussion of alternatives to the proposed Project, and how the Draft EIR on the 
Transportation 2035 Plan meets these CEQA requirements. This background is also 
summarized on page 3.1-1 of the Draft EIR. 

 According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), also cited on page 3.1-1 of the Draft 
EIR, “an EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the 
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
proposed project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects… 
An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it must 
consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed 
decision making and public participation.” When MTC set out to define alternatives to 
the proposed Project, the Commission had to balance the basic project objectives with 
opportunities for substantially lessening significant environmental effects. 

 Regarding basic project objectives: the purpose and contents of Regional Transportation 
Plans (RTPs) are specified in Federal and State statute – the Federal metropolitan 
transportation planning rule is set forth in Title 23 CFR Part 450 and 49 CFR Part 613 
and the State transportation planning rule is codified in California Government Code 
Section 65080(c). As described on p. 1.2-5 of the Draft EIR, Section 450.306 of the federal 
metropolitan transportation planning rules calls for the metropolitan transportation 
planning process to provide for consideration and implementation of projects, strategies, 
and services that will address planning factors pertaining to economic vitality, 
transportation safety, transportation security, accessibility of mobility of people and 
freight, environmental protection, transportation system integration and connectivity, 
efficient system management and operation, and preservation of the existing 
transportation system. Furthermore, according to the California Transportation 
Commission’s 2007 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines which was prepared 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65080(c), RTPs are to “establish regional goals, 
identify present and future needs, deficiencies, and constraints, analyze potential 
solutions, estimate available funding and propose investments.” The purpose of RTPs is 
to “encourage and promote the safe and efficient management, operation and 
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development of a regional intermodal transportation system that will serve the mobility 
needs of goods and people.” 

 The Transportation 2035 Plan goals and objectives, therefore, are not only derived from 
federal planning factors but also established to support the movement of goods and 
people through the development of a safe, efficient, well-integrated regional 
transportation system. As outlined on p. 1.2-9 of the Draft EIR, following extensive 
consultation and input from partner agencies, transportation stakeholders, and members 
of the public, the Commission adopted the Three Es of economy, environment and equity 
and eight plan goals for the Transportation 2035 Plan, as follows: maintenance & safety, 
reliability, efficient freight travel, security & emergency management, clean air, climate 
protection, equitable access, and livable communities. As such, the most important 
function of the Transportation 2035 Plan is to define a cohesive investment strategy that 
reflects a good mix of transportation projects and strategies and strikes a balance at 
meeting the goals of the Transportation 2035 Plan. 

 The alternatives chosen for evaluation in the Draft EIR also reflect the careful 
consideration of potential for achieving these basic project goals and objectives. MTC 
designed alternatives that balanced the goal of GHG reduction with the other Plan goals 
described above, and came up with alternatives predicated on increased investment in 
operations and maintenance which would reduce other potentially significant adverse 
effects as well without jeopardizing the safety and functionality of the system. 

 Regarding the range of alternatives considered, CEQA Guidelines state that “there is no 
ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than 
the rule of reason.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f) describes the rule of reason as 
requiring “the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned 
choice.” Therefore, it is not necessary to evaluate every possible configuration of sub-
alternatives as suggested in Comment B9-B. Because the RTP is so large and is comprised 
of so many individual projects, there are an almost infinite number of potential 
alternatives that could be devised. In order to promote informed decision making, MTC 
chose to focus the alternatives on the broader concepts of land use and pricing which help 
to demonstrate the advantages and disadvantages to specific alternative approaches to 
transportation planning. 

 The alternatives ultimately evaluated in the Draft EIR meet all of the CEQA requirements 
outlined above:  

1) They attain most of the basic objectives of the proposed Project (Draft EIR p. 
3.1-39),  

2) They avoid or substantially lessen numerous significant effects (Draft EIR p. 
3.1-38), and  

3) They permit a reasoned choice by distilling the information from extensive 
early scenario and sensitivity analyses conducted by MTC (described on Draft 
EIR pp. 3.1-1 through 3.1-2) into two alternatives—Heavy Maintenance/Climate 
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Protection Emphasis + Pricing and Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection 
Emphasis + Land Use. (See Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland 
(1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704.) 

 The creation of separate alternatives for pricing and land use strategies served to 
distinguish both the environmental advantages of each approach (which some comments 
state should be combined into one “optimal” alternative) as well as the environmental 
disadvantages of each approach, which would not be distinguishable if both strategies 
were combined into one alternative. By evaluating the separate and distinct effects of 
different pricing and land use assumptions, one can determine how each of these sets of 
assumptions affects the overall program separately. By comparing the relative impact of 
the Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis + Pricing and Heavy 
Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis + Land Use alternatives against their “base” 
alternative Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection, the environmental advantages and 
disadvantages of land use and pricing can be gauged individually. The analysis does not 
capture synergistic benefits of land use and pricing that are implied by the vision scenario 
analysis conducted for the Transportation 2035 Plan (see MTC’s Transportation 2035 
Plan Performance Assessment Report (December 2008) for more details). Nonetheless, the 
Draft EIR alternatives analysis would have been less transparent and less useful evaluation 
of the adverse environmental effects of land use and pricing strategies if the strategies 
were combined into one alternative. 

 Regarding the request to discuss the alternative density development scenario inside the 
Land Use and Housing chapter itself, MTC respectfully declines because as these are two 
separate requirements under CEQA, the alternatives discussion is intentionally kept 
separate from the project significance discussion. CEQA also does not require an 
evaluation of components of the proposed Project, such as the “selected development 
approach” but rather “the lead agency must consider the whole of an action, not simply 
its constituent parts, when determining whether it will have a significant environmental 
effect” (CEQA Guidelines 15003(h); see also Guidelines 15168 for the definition of a 
Program EIR, Draft EIR p. 1.1-2 where this EIR is described as a Program EIR, and 
response to comment B11-F which goes into more detail on this subject) nor does it 
require evaluation of the “relative costs and benefits” of the proposed project or any 
component of the proposed Project. Please see MTC’s Transportation 2035 Plan 
Performance Assessment Report (December 2008) for more information on the benefit- 
cost assessment used in crafting the program of projects for the Plan. 

B9-C: A nuance of growth-inducing effects is the potential for the Plan improvements to induce 
travel demand. This comment mentions induced demand particularly as it relates to 
transportation projects causing higher overall VMT by personal automobile. The Draft 
EIR on page 2.1-10 explains that ABAG forecasts a 26 percent increase in population, a 50 
percent increase in employment, and a 29 percent increase in income levels over the next 
25 years. As a result of this growth, MTC estimates that there will be 36 percent growth in 
person trips as more people travel and as auto ownership rates increase and 45 percent 
growth in commercial trips to serve a growing economy over the next 25 years. 
Furthermore, the Draft EIR on page 2.1-12 compares changes in vehicle travel between 
today’s conditions and the proposed Project at 2035 future conditions. The transportation 
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analysis finds that daily transit use increases by 88 percent, daily vehicle trips increase by 
37 percent and daily vehicle miles traveled increase by 32 percent. The Draft EIR 
concludes that the increases in regional travel activity, however, are not caused by the 
implementation of the proposed Project but rather by regional growth in population, 
jobs, workers, average household income, and auto ownership rates. This regional growth 
would occur with or without the implementation of the Transportation 2035 Plan. This 
suggests that travel induced by transportation improvements is likely to be a very small 
portion of all cumulative travel demand growth projected for the future. More 
information about MTC travel models and forecasts may be found at: 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/maps_and_data/datamart/forecast/. 

 According to the US Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration, 
(http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/itfaq.htm) economists use the term "induced travel" 
to describe the additional demand for travel that occurs as a result of a decrease in the 
generalized cost of travel, including both travel-time and out-of-pocket costs. However, 
this term is often misused to imply that increases in highway capacity are directly 
responsible for increases in traffic. In fact, the relationship between increases in highway 
capacity and traffic is very complex, involving various travel behavior responses, 
residential and business location decisions, and changes in regional population and 
economic growth. While some of these responses do represent new trips, much of the 
observed increase in traffic comes from trips that were already being made before the 
increase in highway capacity, or reflect predictable traveler behavior that is accounted for 
in travel demand forecasts. 

 In metropolitan areas, highway facilities are usually built or widened where existing 
traffic congestion has already decreased travel speeds during certain times of the day. To 
avoid the congestion, some travelers may have diverted to alternative routes, changed the 
time they make their trips, switched to different travel modes, traveled to other 
destinations, or decided not to make a particular trip at all. A new or widened highway 
facility can potentially carry significantly more traffic before it becomes congested. Many 
travelers who previously took other routes or traveled at other times may switch to the 
new facility to take advantage of decreased travel times. The increase in traffic on the new 
facility resulting from these changes is largely offset by reductions in traffic along parallel 
routes and at other times of the day. The net effect on region-wide daily vehicle miles of 
travel resulting from these travel behavior changes is minimal. (Ibid.) 

 Decreased travel times along highway routes may potentially encourage some travelers 
who previously used public transit to make the trip by automobile. Travelers might also 
choose to travel to a different (possibly more distant) destination for some trips such as 
shopping, or they may take a trip that they previously avoided altogether, because it was 
simply "too much trouble" to make under congested conditions. Each of these travel 
decisions can result in additional daily miles driven on the highway system. Comment 
B9-C seems to reflect this last concern. However, as the Draft EIR chapter on growth-
inducing impacts already notes, the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan contains 
improvements to both roadways and to transit systems, so the shift from transit to 
personal automobiles is not an inevitable outcome. On the contrary, Plan improvements 
in transit may just as easily lead people who once traveled by car to switch to transit as 
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their primary mode. Roadway lane miles are only increasing by 3 percent, while transit 
seat miles are increasing by 18 percent (Draft EIR p. 2.12-11). In fact, as described in 
detail in Chapter 1.2: Overview of the Transportation 2035 Plan, over half of the 
programmed investments go toward transit maintenance and 13 percent to transit 
expansion, making over 65 percent of the entire project dedicated to improving the 
reliability and reach of transit systems (Draft EIR p. 12-18). Based on this information 
and the results of the transportation analysis as shown in Table 2.1-9 on page 2.1-12 of 
the Draft EIR (that indicates the proposed Plan would result in lower VMT than the No 
Project condition), the proposed Plan does not provide a lop-sided investment in 
automobile infrastructure that would induce VMT growth in the future. 

 Furthermore, studies on the topic of induced travel demand have been inconclusive due 
to the difficulty of separating out the effects of other causes of growth in trips, such as 
changing workforce demographics, gasoline prices, shifts in land use, and growth in 
population and employment. Some research indicates that latent demand can affect the 
level of congestion relief afforded by increased roadway capacity. Studies show that some, 
but not all, of new capacity can be “used up” by induced travel; however, because some 
capacity remains, congestion is still reduced. A recent article “Smart Growth and the 
Transportation-Land Use Connection: What Does the Research Tell Us?” (International 
Regional Science Review, Vol. 28, No. 2, 146-167 (2005)) surveys existing literature to 
explore several specific questions about the relationships between transportation policy 
and land use: (1) does building more highways contribute to more sprawl?, (2) does 
building more highways lead to more driving?, (3) does investing in light rail transit 
systems increase densities?, and (4) does adopting new urbanism design strategies reduce 
automobile use? MTC’s own research lends support to the value of transit-oriented 
development overall, but as the article’s review of evidence shows, even in the best cases, 
our ability to predict the impact of smart growth policies, particularly related to induced 
travel, remains limited. 

 The current generation of travel demand models (such as MTC’s) does a reasonable job 
in assessing all of the major components of induced travel demand, including route shifts, 
time-of-day shifts, modal shifts, and trip destination shifts. In addition, MTC's travel 
demand models include feedback between trip assignments and auto ownership choice 
(e.g., increases in transit investment and transit accessibility will dampen the increase in 
auto ownership levels). This means that both auto ownership and the subsequent trip 
generation forecasts are sensitive to changes in auto and transit accessibility. Induced 
vehicle trip demand is reasonably accounted for in each of these forecasts, and the 
estimates of vehicle hours of delay are not underestimated. Please see response to 
comment B5-F for more information on MTC’s travel demand modeling. Please also see 
response to comment B5-B for the response regarding induced growth more generally. 

B9-D: Please see response to B5-F. 

B9-E: As shown on page 2.1-7 of the Draft EIR, there are three distinct thresholds of 
significance for the transportation impact analysis: (1) decrease in job accessibility by 
autos and transit, (2) increase in VMT at LOS F, and (3) increase in VMT per capita. The 
“increase in VMT at LOS F” significance threshold measures the change in the total 
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vehicle miles traveled by type of travel (i.e., freeways versus arterials and expressways) 
and by the level of service, as measured by volume to capacity ratio, on these facilities. 
This is a different metric than the “increase in VMT per capita” which measures the 
change in the number of miles each person travels on average. The analysis results are 
provided for both measures as shown in Table 2.1-15 and Table 2.1-16 in the Draft EIR. 
Please note that there is no mention of level of service in this performance objective 
pertaining to VMT per capita. See also the responses to Comment A2-C, B9-I, B11-G, 
and B12-D. 

B9-F: Please see response to comment B4-A. 

B9-G: The data shown in Table 2.1-5 are self-reported journey-to-work commute times based 
on responses from the 1990 and 2000 decennial censuses, and the 2007 American 
Community Survey. It includes data on all means of travel, including transit, bicycling 
and walking. One-way transit commute travel times (45.3 minutes in 2007) are 
substantially longer than one-way drive alone commute travel times (25.1 minutes in 
2007). In contrast, the data shown in Table 2.1-11 are model-derived values, based on 
home-based work vehicle driver trips occurring across all time periods of the day. While 
the difference between census and model-estimated commute travel times are substantial, 
the appropriate comparison is between model-derived variables for existing conditions 
(2006) and all future year (2035) alternatives. The census data is also difficult to use due 
to self-reporting errors, where respondents tend to round off their data to the nearest 15 
or 30 minutes. 

B9-H: Please see response to comment B5-E. 

B9-I Please see response to comment A2-C for an explanation of the process undertaken by 
the EIR preparers to identify thresholds of significance for this EIR.  

 The comment makes a good observation about phrasing inconsistencies among the 
significance criteria for the energy, transportation, and air quality impacts. The use of 5 
percent in the significance criterion for energy dates back to MTC’s EIR for the 1998 
Regional Transportation Plan and was used consistently through the Transportation 2030 
Plan EIR. The EIR preparers carried forward this criterion for use in this EIR, with some 
improvements, though we continue to reference the 5 percent value rather than use the 
qualitative word “substantial” as was done in the criteria for transportation and air 
quality. We will look to rectify such inconsistencies in future environmental documents. 

 In terms of defining what “substantial” means, MTC notes that phrases such as 
“substantially increase” or “substantially decrease” were consistently used in the 
significance criteria for transportation and air quality in RTP EIRs that were surveyed. 
For example, one of SACOG’s significance criteria for transportation/traffic impacts is: 
“Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and 
capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of 
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vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections.”1 
Similarly, one of SCAG’s significance criteria for air quality is: “Projected long-term 
emissions of criteria pollutants are considered significant if they are substantially greater 
than current emission levels.”2 So consistent with the practice used by California MPOs 
that MTC surveyed, the EIR preparers define the word “substantial” as a fairly large 
change in environmental conditions with the implementation of the proposed Project 
compared to existing conditions. To illustrate, as explained on page 2.1-18 of the Draft 
EIR, accessibility to jobs by autos increases by 39 percent and job accessibility by transit 
increases by 85 percent when comparing the proposed Project to existing conditions. The 
39 percent increase in job accessibility by auto and 85 percent increase in job accessibility 
by transit would constitute a fairly significant improvement in job accessibility with the 
proposed Project over existing conditions. As explained on page 2.1-22 of the Draft EIR, 
the VMT per capita increases slightly by 4.4 percent with the proposed Project over 
existing conditions. In this case, a 4.4 percent increase in VMT per capita would not 
equate to a fairly large change in environmental conditions. As explained on page 2.2-20 
of the Draft EIR, emissions of ROG, NOx, and CO are reduced by 72 percent, 80 percent, 
and 78 percent, respectively with the proposed Project over existing conditions. As such, 
a reduction of 70 percent or greater in emissions from these criteria pollutants would 
constitute a substantial decrease in emissions. 

B9-J: Comment noted. Please see response to comment B5-C. However, the comment is 
correct that this is a growing concern with our aging population and that transit 
operators will likely need to provide greater levels of paratransit services overtime and/or 
look for more efficient and innovative ways to serve this population. 

B9-K: A revision to Draft EIR p. 2.1-21 is provided in Section 2 of this Final EIR to address the 
comment regarding mitigation measure 2.1(a). In regards to allocating Local Streets and 
Roads funding specifically to PDAs, this is a policy issue that MTC can explore as a part 
of the implementation of the Transportation 2035 Plan. 

B9-L: Mitigation measure 2.1(b) contains parking cash-out and parking opt-out strategies. A 
revision to Draft EIR p. 2.1-21 is provided in Section 2 of this Final EIR to address the 
second part of this comment regarding technical assistance to revise parking policies and 
programs. 

B9-M: A revision to Draft EIR p. 2.1-20 is provided in Section 2 of this Final EIR to address this 
comment, incorporating the suggested revised text. 

                                                        
1 See SACOG, Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2035 (October 
2007) at http://www.sacog.org/mtp/2035/eir/Chapter%2018%20-%20Transportation/Chapter%2018%20-
%20Transportation.pdf 

2 See SCAG, Draft 2008 Regional Transportation Plan Update Program Environmental Impact Report (January 
2008) at http://www.scag.ca.gov/RTPpeir2008/draft/documents/Ch3-02_AirQuality.pdf 
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B9-N: This comment concerns the substance of the Transportation 2035 Plan itself, not the 
Draft EIR, which provides environmental review of that plan. This comment does not 
raise environmental issues under CEQA. However, MTC agrees that it is beneficial to 
begin the process of preparing for SB 375 now, even if the legislation doesn’t apply until 
the next RTP update in 2013. Please see response to comment A1-A for examples of 
MTC’s current activities associated with SB 375, region-wide coordination of information 
and technologies to support environmental mitigation. 

B9-O: The comment requests that SB 375 be discussed in the Land Use and Housing chapter in 
addition to where it is currently discussed in the Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases 
chapter. Comment noted. A revision to Draft EIR p. 2.3-19 in the form of additional 
regulatory setting text is provided in Section 2 of this Final EIR to address this comment. 

The comment also states that MTC should rely on the “latest research findings”, and 
suggests that the findings MTC cites are not current enough. However, MTC contends 
that just because a study is old does not mean it is not appropriate as a fundamental text 
on the issue. This is true of the 1977 study by Pushkarev and Zupan, which is a milestone 
text describing the connection between increased residential density and increased transit 
ridership. The study was not used for specific trip or transit generation rates, but rather as 
general support for the concept that residential density in proximity to transit will 
support more transit service. Please see response to comment B13-A for examples of 
more current research on transit-oriented development. Additionally, MTC research on 
the relationship between density and VMT per household is discussed in the 2006 MTC 
report on the Year 2000 Bay Area Travel Survey titled Characteristics of Rail and Ferry 
Station Area Residents in the San Francisco Bay Area: Evidence from the 2000 Bay Area 
Travel Survey, which can be found at:  

http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth/stars/index.htm  
 
B9-P: A revision to Draft EIR p. 2.3-38 is provided in Section 2 of this Final EIR to address this 

comment. 

B9-Q: As explained on p. 2.2-15 of the Draft EIR, MTC uses the California Air Resources 
Board’s latest emissions inventory model (EMFAC2007) when preparing the emissions 
analysis. This model contains input assumptions about the regional vehicle fleet 
characteristics, fuel efficiency, and energy technology types. Therefore, when MTC 
calculates the emissions estimates for ground-level ozone, carbon monoxide, particulates, 
and carbon dioxide, the effects of improved vehicle efficiencies and fuels cannot be 
separated out from the effects of the plan investments. Therefore, the difference between 
the 2035 No Project alternative and the proposed 2035 Project should be used to 
distinguish changes that result from the implementation of the Transportation 2035 Plan. 

B9-R: The comment suggests that the new PM2.5 standard of 35 ug/m3 adopted by US EPA in 
2006 be reflected in the EIR. Page 2.2-2 and Footnote C of Table 2.2-1 on page 2.2-3 of 
the Draft EIR include references to the US EPA action to lower the national 24-hour 
PM2.5 standard from 65 ug/m3 to 35 ug/m3 in 2006 as well as the expected US EPA action 
on December 18, 2008 to designate the San Francisco Bay Area as non-attainment for this 
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new standard. Since the publication of the Draft EIR, the US EPA took action on 
December 22, 2008 to designate areas throughout the US, including the San Francisco 
Bay Area, as nonattainment for the national 24-hour PM2.5 standard3. 

LETTER B10—JOHN BLAYNEY 

B10-A: The calculation described by the comment can be completed using information in the 
Draft EIR, as follows (example given for baseline [2006] conditions): 

Auto Energy: 1,150,600,000,000 BTUs consumed daily in vehicle travel (Table 2.4-4) ÷ 
16,932,000 daily vehicle trips (Table 3.1-2) = 67,950 BTU per vehicle trip (approx.) 

Transit Energy:  27,500,000,000 BTUs consumed daily in transit travel (Table 2.4-4) ÷ 
1,106,000 daily transit trips (Table 3.1-2) = 24,865 BTU per transit vehicle trip (approx.) 

Thus, for 2006 data, each private vehicle trip uses approximately 2.7 times the energy of 
each transit vehicle trip, measured in BTUs. 

The same calculations performed for 2035 conditions result in about 41,770 BTU per 
vehicle trip and about 18,975 BTU per transit trip, meaning that each automobile trip 
would use approximately 2.2 times the energy, in BTUs, of each transit trip. (The greater 
improvement in auto efficiency compared to that of transit vehicles is a result of 
assuming full implementation of California’s Pavley Phase 1 and 2 rules related to 
greenhouse gas emissions and the resulting assumed increase in vehicle miles per gallon.) 

However, comparison on a per-trip basis is of limited utility in that the lengths of trips by 
different modes can vary substantially. Typically, transit trips are shorter than personal 
vehicle trips. 

Additionally, as noted on Draft EIR p. 4.4-6, transit vehicles consume less energy per 
passenger when operating at or near capacity than when operating with few passengers. 
The energy consumption presented in Table 2.4-4 for transit vehicles excludes energy 
used in traveling to and from vehicle storage depots (i.e., without passengers). 

The comment’s calculation in reference to the Transportation 2030 Plan EIR has not been 
independently verified. 

LETTER B11—TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS DEFENSE AND EDUCATION 
FUND (TRANSDEF) 

B11-A: Please see response to comment A7-A. 

                                                        
3 See also US EPA’s website for more information about the national 24-hour PM2.5 designations at 
http://www.epa.gov/pmdesignations/2006standards/documents/2008-12-22/factsheet.htm  
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B11-B: In addition to this one, there were several comments about the inclusion of committed 
projects in the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan and how committed projects are 
evaluated in the Draft EIR. A summary of those comments is as follows: 

• Comment B18-M states that the EIR does not adequately evaluate impacts of all 
committed projects cumulatively, not just additions in the Transportation 2035 Plan. 

• Comment B11-B states that (1) a full evaluation of committed projects was not 
conducted, (2) the Draft EIR does not analyze whether the committed projects will 
increase or reduce 2035 levels of carbon emissions (among other impacts) because 
MTC did not evaluate these projects against a valid No Project alternative, (3) the 
Draft EIR does not respond to the Attorney General’s concern that many of the 
‘committed’ expansion projects support only one (and in some cases none) of the 
identified performance goals, and (4) despite the analysis that some projects meet 
none of those goals, the analysis did not result in any changes to the list of committed 
projects in the Draft RTP or in the Draft EIR’s analysis. 

• Comment B11-D states that the DEIR incorrectly invokes “infeasibility” in its claim 
that committed funds cannot be moved to other projects. 

• Comment B12-C (1) requests that the EIR redirect funds from projects that will do 
great harm to the environment to ones that will do less harm to the environment and 
will advance smart growth, transit and transit-oriented development, and (2) states 
that MTC should use its influence to change these priorities. 

 This “master” response is intended to address the above comments. For the response to 
issues about the inclusion of committed projects in the No Project alternative, please see 
response to comment A7-A. 

 This EIR—which identifies the potentially significant environmental impacts of the 
Transportation 2035 Plan—is a program EIR, as defined by section 15168 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, and is intended to be used as a general assessment of the overall program of 
projects presented in the Transportation 2035 Plan (see Draft EIR p. 1.1-2, EIR Scope, for 
more information). Accordingly, the Draft EIR appropriately evaluated the broad, 
regional effects of implementing the entire program of projects as identified in the 
Transportation 2035 Plan. In response to Comment B18-M, the program of projects 
covered by this EIR encompasses projects that are fully funded with committed funds as 
well as those funded through a combination of committed and discretionary funds. See 
Appendix C of the Draft EIR for a complete listing of all projects subject to this 
environmental assessment. 

 Comment B11-B incorrectly describes the approach, process, and outcomes of the 
performance assessment work conducted by MTC for the Transportation 2035 Plan. In 
terms of the approach, MTC used a performance-based planning approach to develop the 
Transportation 2035 Plan as a way to focus on measurable outcomes of potential 
investments and the degree to which they support stated policies.  MTC staff was 
committed to making performance information available well in advance of key policy 
and investment decisions to be made by the Commission. Note that the use of 
performance measures in the Bay Area’s long-range transportation plan is not new with 
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Transportation 2035. Government Code Section 66535 requires the Commission to 
establish performance measurement criteria to evaluate and prioritize all new 
investments for consideration in the RTP (SB 1492 (2002)). MTC previously conducted 
performance assessments for the 2001 Regional Transportation Plan, and in 2003, for the 
Transportation 2030 Plan. 

 To set the stage at the start, MTC established a three-pronged policy framework for the 
Transportation 2035 Plan, starting with the Three Es of economy, environment and 
equity, followed by eight plan goals that reinforce these Three Es and a set of performance 
objectives that serve as benchmarks by which progress in achieving the goals would be 
measured. These Transportation 2035 goals and performance objectives (described on 
pages 1.2-8 through 1.2-1.2-13 of the Draft EIR) allowed MTC to test – through models 
and other analytic tools – what it might take to shape and achieve a different 
transportation environment 25 years in the future. 

MTC conducted the performance assessments in three distinct components, as follows: 

• Vision (“What If”) Analysis: MTC started with a vision, or “what if,” analysis to 
understand what it would take to reach the performance objectives through a 
combination of infrastructure investment and policy. MTC first evaluated three 
hypothetical alternative infrastructure investment packages: (1) freeway operations 
strategies, (2) a Regional HOT Network with bus enhancements, and (3) extensive 
rail and ferry expansion. MTC then tested pricing and land use strategies to see how 
demand-based strategies could help achieve the performance objectives. 

• Project Performance Assessment: MTC assessed candidate projects proposed for 
consideration in the Transportation 2035 Plan to gauge how well these investments 
address the Transportation 2035 goals and performance objectives. 

• Program Assessment of the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan: As the final step in the 
performance assessment, MTC evaluated how well the Draft Transportation 2035 
Plan meets the performance objectives to assess how far the Draft Plan advance the 
region toward the objectives and to determine the size of the remaining gaps. 

 Because Comment B11-B and others focus on the evaluation of the committed projects, a 
brief explanation of the process and outcomes of the project performance assessment 
pertaining to committed projects is provided next. See MTC’s Transportation 2035 Plan 
Performance Assessment Report (December 2008) for complete details. 

 In spring 2008, MTC undertook a two-part assessment composed of a qualitative policy 
assessment, to provide information on how projects address the Transportation 2035 
goals, and a quantitative assessment, to measure cost-effectiveness with respect to the 
performance objectives. The purpose was to identify outliers – projects that most strongly 
support the Transportation 2035 goals and objectives and those that most notably do not. 

 The pool of projects subject to the performance assessment included some 700 projects 
and programs. The qualitative policy assessment applied to all projects proposed for 
consideration in the Transportation 2035 Plan. More specifically, all committed 
projects—which included those fully funded in the four-year Transportation 
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Improvement Program or fully funded with local monies, ongoing regional operations 
programs (e.g., 511 traveler information,, freeway service patrol, TransLink®), and the 
Resolution 3434 Regional Transit Expansion Program—were reviewed with respect to the 
Transportation 2035 goals. Whereas, the quantitative assessment was applied to 
approximately 60 projects, most of which have area-wide impacts and individually cost 
more than $50 million. 

 The approach for the qualitative performance assessment involved first establishing a set 
of evaluation criteria for determining support for each of the plan goals. Then, projects 
were grouped into 21 types (such as transit efficiency and expansion, bike and pedestrian, 
transit-oriented development, maintenance, high occupancy toll lanes, freeway-to-
freeway interchanges, freeway expansion, and arterial expansion). Next, each project was 
evaluated against the plan’s criteria and goals: a project type may “strongly support”, 
“support”, or be “neutral toward” the criteria for a goal. Project types that address the 
most goals comprise the high-performing outliers, and those that address just one or two 
goals comprise the low-performing outliers. 

 The review of the committed projects found that all the projects addressed at least one 
Transportation 2035 goal. Thus, comments that some of the committed projects satisfied 
none of the goals are incorrect. Of capacity increasing projects with total cost of $50 
million or more (2007$), 61 percent of the committed projects meet four goals, 3 percent 
meet three goals, 1 percent meet two goals, and 35 percent meet one goal. 

 MTC staff synthesized the results of the project performance assessment for review and 
consideration by the Commission. The synthesized results identify the high-performing 
outliers (project types that have high benefit-cost ratios and support multiple goals), as 
well as low-performing outliers (project types that have low benefit-cost ratios and 
address few goals). 

 Thus, contrary to the commenter’s assertions in Comment B11-B: (1) a qualitative 
evaluation of committed projects was conducted for the Transportation 2035 Plan, (2) the 
review of the committed projects found that all projects addressed at least one goal, and 
(3) the performance information was provided to the Commission for its review and 
consideration prior to any decisions about what projects would be included in the Draft 
Plan. 

 Comment B11-B also states that the DEIR does not analyze whether the committed 
projects will increase or reduce 2035 levels of carbon emissions (among other impacts) 
because MTC did not evaluate these projects against a valid No Project alternative. The 
DEIR’s Chapter 2.5: Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases provides the analysis on 
global climate change (GCC) and greenhouse gases (GHGs). The DEIR analyzed the 
cumulative GCC impacts of the entire Transportation 2035 Plan, as measured against 
existing 2006 conditions (see DEIR, p. 2.5-15.) The assertion that committed projects 
were omitted from the analysis is inaccurate, as all projects in the Transportation 2035 
Plan were included in this analysis. The DEIR provides the “full evaluation” of GCC 
impacts that the commenter urges. The level of analysis provided in the DEIR is 
appropriate for the programmatic “first-tier” level of review conducted for the 
Transportation 2035 plan. More specific analysis concerning individual projects in the 
plan is not required at this time because: 1) GCC impacts are cumulative in nature and 
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are therefore appropriately analyzed on a broad level, 2) the project analyzed in the EIR is 
the overall long-term plan for transportation in the region, and 3) individual projects are 
each required to comply with CEQA and will therefore be subjected to more specific 
GCC analysis, as appropriate. (See CEQA Guidelines, Section 15168, subds. (b)(4), (d)(2); 
see also Draft EIR, p. ES-2; see also Al Larson Boat Shop v. Bd. of Harbor Commissioners 
(1993) 18 Cal.App.4th 729, 746-747.) 

 The No Project alternative is the condition that would exist if the proposed 
Transportation 2035 Plan is not adopted. This alternative correctly includes the 
committed projects because these projects are fully funded and do not rely on future 
discretionary funding identified in the Transportation 2035 Plan, are at advanced stages 
in the planning process, and would occur with or without the proposed Transportation 
2035 Plan (See response to comment A7-A for more details). Moreover, many of the 
committed projects were considered in the EIR for the Transportation 2030 Plan 
prepared in 2003. The Draft EIR on the Transportation 2035 Plan updates and 
incorporates by reference the analysis from this and other prior EIRs (see Draft EIR, p. 
1.1-9.) As explained further below, MTC is not required to start from scratch with respect 
to committed projects every four years when it prepares a major update to its RTP. 
Instead, as explained in the last paragraph on p. 1.2-14 of the DEIR, the Transportation 
2035 Plan separates out committed funds that have been reserved by law for specific uses, 
or allocated by MTC action prior to the development of the Transportation 2035 Plan, 
and then focuses its efforts on identifying the future discretionary revenue available to 
MTC that can be allocated to new investments via the Transportation 2035 planning 
process. 

 Comment B11-D states that the DEIR incorrectly invokes “infeasibility” in its claim that 
committed funds cannot be moved to other projects. On a similar note, Comment B12-C 
requests that the EIR redirect funds from projects that will allegedly do great harm to the 
environment to ones that will do less harm to the environment and will advance smart 
growth, transit and transit-oriented development, and states that MTC should use its 
influence to change these priorities. 

 In accordance with the California Transportation Commission’s 2007 Regional 
Transportation Plan Guidelines, MTC’s approach to defining the program of projects in 
the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan involves a number of steps, including (a) 
identifying specific actions necessary to address the region’s mobility and accessibility 
needs; (b) identifying public policy decisions by local, regional, State and Federal officials 
regarding transportation expenditures and financing; (c) identifying needed 
transportation improvements to serve as a foundation for the development of the Federal 
Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) and the Interregional Transportation 
Improvement Program (ITIP); and (d) ensuring consistency between the California 
Transportation Plan, the regional transportation plan and other plans developed by cities, 
counties, districts, Native American Tribal Governments, and State and Federal agencies 
in responding to Statewide and interregional transportation issues and needs. 

 Transportation plans and projects evolve over time, often through complex multi-agency 
consultation, public outreach and review processes; and proposed actions do not require 
agencies, at every instance, to return to “square one” to continually reconsider the 
appropriate form and impact of their long-range planning efforts. Though the regional 
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transportation plan must be updated every four years, transportation improvements take 
many years to plan, review, design, fund, and implement. If MTC were to ignore the years 
of planning that have led to these funding commitments, it would fail to reflect the 
extensive and ongoing public and local agency efforts that have led to those 
commitments, and would be squandering the substantial public resources already 
invested in planning, conceptual design and engineering, and environmental analysis 
required to bring projects to the “committed” stage. 

 Comment letters A6, A8, A9, A12, and A13 from the Alameda County Congestion 
Management Agency, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, City/County 
Association of Governments of San Mateo County, Contra Costa Transportation 
Authority, and Solano Transportation Authority, respectively, underscore the importance 
of committed projects in these counties. The basic idea, as articulated in these letters, is 
that MTC should retain its commitment to these fully funded projects because these 
projects (1) had to receive broad countywide consensus in order to be fully funded, (2) 
are well underway and represent the will of the people within these communities, (3) are 
not a collection of miscellaneous investments, but rather a program of projects that are 
interrelated and have been vetted within each community, (4) reflect prior commitments 
that are designed to reduce congestion, close critical transportation gaps, and improve 
transportation safety, and (5) when built, they will help form a regional multi-modal 
transportation network that will assist the Bay Area in achieving the goals that we are all 
striving to reach. 

 Accordingly, as explained in the Draft EIR p. 1.2-14 through p. 1.2-16, MTC honors 
funding commitments made in (1) the federally required Fiscal Year 2009 Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP), a four-year funding program that identifies projects that 
are fully funded and are ready to be implemented through the TIP by way of design, 
right-of-way acquisition, or construction; (2) county transportation sales tax measure 
expenditure plans authorized by voters in seven Bay Area counties, including San 
Francisco, Santa Clara, San Mateo, Alameda, Contra Costa, Sonoma, and Marin, and (3) 
statute or Commission policy action that occurred prior to the development of the Draft 
Transportation Plan. 

 Examples of committed transit and roadway expansion projects include: 

• I-238 Widening (Project #21455): This project is fully funded through Alameda 
County Measure B Transportation Sales Tax, State Transportation Improvement 
Program, and Local Funds. 

• 7th Street /Union Pacific Railroad Entry at Port of Oakland (Project #22082): This 
project is fully funded by Proposition 1B Trade Corridors Improvement Fund and 
Port of Oakland funds. 

• Caldecott Tunnel 4th Bore (Project #21206): This project is fully funded through 
Contra Costa County Measure J Transportation Sales Tax, State Transportation 
Improvement Program, Federal Earmark Appropriation, Traffic Congestion Relief 
Program, Proposition 1B Corridor Mobility Improvement Account, and Regional 
Measure 2. 
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• Doyle Drive Reconstruction (Project #94089): This project is fully funded by San 
Francisco Proposition K Transportation Sales Tax, Federal Earmark Appropriation, 
State Transportation Improvement Program, Traffic Congestion Relief Program, 
State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP), and Other 
Federal/State/Local Funds. 

• Interstate 680 Carpool Lane Gap Closure (Project #22353): This project is fully 
funded by Contra Costa County Measure J Sales Tax, and Regional Measure 2. 

• U.S. 101 HOV Lanes from Lucky Drive to North San Pedro Road (Project #94563): 
This project is fully funded by Marin County Measure B Transportation Sales Tax, 
Federal Earmark Appropriation, and Local Funds. 

• U.S. 101 Auxiliary Lanes (Project #98176): This project is fully funded by San Mateo 
County Measure A and State Transportation Improvement Program. 

• Santa Clara-Alum Rock Light-Rail (Project #22019): This project is fully funded by 
Santa Clara County Measure A Transportation Sales Tax, and Other Federal/State 
Funds. 

• BART to San Jose (Project #21921): This project is fully funded by Santa Clara 
County Measure A and Measure B Transportation Sales Taxes, and Other 
Federal/State Funds. 

• U.S. 101 HOV Lanes from Steele Lane to Windsor River Road (Project #94689): 
This project is fully funded by Sonoma County Measure M Transportation Sales Tax, 
Proposition 1B Corridor Mobility Improvement Account, Federal Earmark 
Appropriation, and Other Federal/State Funds. 

 In July 2008, at the Commission’s request, MTC staff identified a set of capacity-
increasing committed projects totaling over $50 million, and evaluated these committed 
projects against three criteria: (1) What is the project’s funding breakdown?; (2) Where is 
the project in the project development stage?; and (3) How many Transportation 2035 
goals did the project strongly support? The analysis found that: 

• Most committed projects (82 percent) were funded by sales tax, Federal New Starts, 
Proposition 1B, Traffic Congestion Relief Program, Federal Earmark Appropriations, 
or Other Local Funds, which MTC has no discretionary authority to reconsider. 

• Most committed projects (68 percent) have advanced into the design, right-of-way, 
and construction phases, while only 7 percent are still in the early stages of planning 
and 25 percent are in the environmental review phase. 

• Most committed projects supported four goals (61 percent), while 3 percent 
supported three goals, 1 percent supported two goals, and 35 percent supported only 
one goal. 

 To determine which committed projects would be subject to further review by the 
Commission, staff screened for projects that (1) have 25 percent or more “Other 
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Federal/State Funds” which are moneys that the Commission has authority to redirect, 
(2) are in planning or environmental review stage which indicate that some funding has 
been spent but that the project is not too far along into project development, and (3) meet 
only one Transportation 2035 goal. The analysis found only two projects that met this 
criteria: (a) San Francisco’s Doyle Drive Reconstruction which is in the environmental 
stage and has $0.5 billion in committed “Other Federal/State Funds” and (b) San Mateo 
County’s U.S. 101/Willow Road Interchange Modification which is in the environmental 
stage and has $0.03 billion in “Other Federal/State Funds.” Replacing Doyle Drive with a 
modern, earthquake-safe facility is a high-priority safety project for the region, and 
modifying the U.S. 101/Willow Road interchange to enhance traffic through-put, freeway 
operations, and local circulation and access is also a high-priority project included in San 
Mateo County’s voter-approved county transportation sales tax measure. Because both 
projects were meritorious and there is long-standing local and regional support to deliver 
these projects, there was no compelling reason for the Commission to shift funds from 
these projects to other uses. 

 The Draft EIR on p. 3.1-6 provides a description of the evaluation of the committed 
projects and feasibility of shifting funds from committed projects to other uses. MTC 
provides the following explanation to further illuminate the infeasibility of shifting funds 
committed from a particular project to other uses: 

1) The federally required Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) is a 
comprehensive listing of Bay Area surface transportation capital projects that receive 
federal funds or are subject to a federally required action or are regionally significant. 
The TIP covers a four-year period and must be financially constrained by year, 
meaning that the amount of dollars committed to the projects (also referred as 
“programmed”) must not exceed the amount of dollars estimated to be available. The 
TIP must include a financial plan that demonstrates that programmed projects can be 
implemented. Adoption of the TIP must be accompanied by an evaluation and 
finding of air quality conformity. Federal regulations also require an opportunity for 
public comment prior to TIP approval. 

MTC develops the TIP in cooperation with the Bay Area Partnership and its 
constituent members including individual cities and counties, transit operators and 
other project sponsors. The Partnership consists of federal and state agencies, county 
Congestion Management Agencies (CMAs), public transit providers, and city and 
county public works representatives. The Partnership, working through its 
committees and task forces, plays a significant role in the selection of projects 
programmed in the 2009 TIP. 

Once the Draft TIP has been developed, it is released for a 30-day public review and 
comment period. After the public comment period, the TIP is presented to the 
Commission’s Programming and Allocations Committee for review, and then to the 
full Commission for adoption. After Commission adoption, it is sent to the Caltrans 
Office of Federal Programs for inclusion into the California Federal Statewide 
Transportation Improvement Program (FSTIP) or Statewide TIP. After review and 
approval by Caltrans, the FSTIP is forwarded to the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) for their review and 
approval. Approval by FHWA/FTA constitutes the final approval of the TIP. 
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So for projects in the TIP, these projects have already been vetted through rigorous 
and multi-level local and regional required public review and hearing processes, as 
well as an intensive State and federal review process, including demonstration of 
transportation-air quality conformity. Moving these funds to other projects would 
render these processes, as well as the overall financial capacity and conformity 
findings, moot. 

2) For projects that are funded through voter-approved transportation sales tax 
measures, the Commission does not have authority to move funding away from these 
designated projects and assign to another project. Instead, funding for these 
designated projects is controlled by various local agencies formed under the Bay Area 
County Traffic and Transportation Funding Act (Public Utilities Code 131000, et 
seq.) or Local Transportation Authority and Improvement Act (Pub. Util. Code, 
section 180000 et seq.). 

Public Utilities Code section 180206 mandates that a county transportation 
expenditure plan be adopted for the expenditure of the revenues expected to be 
derived from the tax imposed. The expenditure plan may not be adopted until it 
receives approval of the board of supervisors and city councils representing a majority 
of cities in the county and a majority of the population residing in unincorporated 
areas of the county (Pub. Util. Code, section 180206, subd. (b).). After such approvals 
have been received, the authority may impose a county-wide transaction and use tax 
ordinance. Once a sales tax ordinance is adopted, it is then placed on the ballot. (Pub. 
Util. Code, section 180203, subd. (b).) If imposition of the tax ordinance is 
subsequently approved by a majority of the electors voting on the measure at a special 
election, a county expenditure plan is adopted. 

Significantly, county expenditure plans concerning committed projects have already 
been adopted. Local agencies have already conducted elections concerning initiative 
measures for transportation funding for specific committed projects identified in the 
Draft EIR. The initiative measures included detailed expenditure plans for proposed 
investments in specified public transportation projects. The measures asked voters 
within each respective jurisdiction whether they were willing to approve a funding 
mechanism that would provide some of the revenues to undertake those projects. 
These sales tax measures received more than the required two-thirds vote. MTC does 
not have authority to invalidate or modify the county transportation expenditure 
plans adopted following these intensive administrative proceedings and special 
elections. 

3) For other projects, such as the regional operating and coordination projects such as 
TransLink® and 511 traveler information, these are long-term funding commitments 
that in many cases are critical to the viability of current contracting agreements that 
assume extensions for reasonable implementation of the projects. 

4) Finally, the Commission’s commitment to long-term strategies that require many 
years to implement, such as Resolution 3434 Regional Transit Expansion Program, 
has no practical bearing if concomitant funding commitments are not adhered to. 
Full funding of projects are dependent on some level of trust among many partners 
that prior commitments are firm, unless and until all participating parties agree that 



Transportation 2035 Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 

4-34 

the project is not viable. However, in such instances, several steps have been built into 
the regional agreements—funding and land use conditions, for example in Resolution 
3434—that allow the Commission to re-evaluate the continuing viability of the 
projects periodically over time, and determine—in cooperation with other partners—
whether and how long term funding commitments should remain in place. 

 Comment B11-D misstates CEQA’s requirements regarding the feasibility of shifting 
these committed funds. “Feasibility” involves a balancing of various “economic, 
environmental, social, and technological” factors. (See City of Del Mar v. City of San 
Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 401 [citing Public Resources Code 21061.1].) MTC has 
attempted to accommodate these factors in their committed funds/projects policy. While 
the committed funds/projects policy is subject to review (as MTC has done), the policy 
does not need to be revisited in light of CEQA as long as that policy is a reasonable 
accommodation of the various competing factors in determining feasibility. (Ibid.) 
“Feasibility under CEQA encompasses ‘desirability’ to the extent that desirability is based 
on a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and 
technological factors.” (Ibid.) 

 Please also see response to comment B11-F regarding the need to evaluate the entire 
program of projects, rather than components of the program. 

B11-C: Please see response to comment B9-B regarding the range of alternatives evaluated and 
how it complies with CEQA Guidelines. Furthermore, there is no evidence that shifting 
the portion of committed funds assigned to expansion projects would further reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions. Only a very small portion of those funds go to roadway 
expansion, and that expansion is aimed at reducing congestion. Improving these 
congested conditions could, in fact, reduce greenhouse gas emissions by relieving traffic 
congestion so that cars are not idling at low speeds or braking constantly. Travel at speeds 
that burn fuel at a more optimal rate has been documented to reduce emissions. 

 Note also that MTC's Transportation 2035 performance assessment analyses found that 
infrastructure investments alone would not advance the region's efforts to reduce 
greenhouse gases unless it was accompanied by transport pricing and land use strategies, 
technology advances and/or individual behavior changes (see MTC's Transportation 2035 
Plan Performance Assessment Report (December 2008)). 

B11-D: For the reasons provided in the Draft EIR page 3.1-4 through 3.1-6 and in response to 
comment B11-B, MTC does not evaluate an alternative in this EIR that shifts funds from 
committed projects to other new commitments. Though the comment states “these 
funding sources are highly flexible, or can be swapped with sources that are flexible”, 
MTC’s response to comment B11-B explains why committed funds are not flexible. The 
subsequent claim is that infeasibility “misses the point because … if [MTC] finds the 
program [of county projects] is inconsistent [with the RTP], it may exclude any project in 
the congestion management program from inclusion in the regional transportation 
improvement program.”(comment letter page 5) As it pertains to the decision of which 
alternatives to consider overall, MTC’s Transportation 2035 Plan Performance Assessment 
Report (December 2008) finds that the question of network make-up is moot (page 11). 
The report provides the technical support for MTC’s decision to not vary infrastructure 
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packages between alternatives but instead to vary policy approaches such as land use and 
pricing which have much stronger effects. The range of alternatives evaluated, and CEQA 
requirements thereof, is discussed in more detail in response to comment B9-B. 

B11-E: Comment noted. This comment suggests the GHG analysis is inadequate because of the 
alleged inadequacy of the definition of the No Project alternative. Please see response to 
A7-A regarding the definition of the No Project alternative. 

B11-F: The comment states that the Regional HOT Network is subject to its own environmental 
review under CEQA. Likewise, comment B17-C contends that this EIR “must analyze its 
component projects to determine which of them result in increased VMT and GHG 
emissions.” MTC respectfully disagrees with these statements. This EIR—which identifies 
the potentially significant environmental impacts of the Transportation 2035 Plan—is a 
program EIR, as defined by section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, and is intended to be 
used as a general assessment of the overall program of projects presented in the 
Transportation 2035 Plan (see Draft EIR p. 1.1-2, EIR Scope, and p. 1.1-7, EIR Approach, 
for more information). Accordingly, the Draft EIR appropriately evaluates the broad, 
regional effects of implementing the entire program of projects as identified in the 
Transportation 2035 Plan, rather than analyzing individual projects or components 
within the overall Plan. The definition and requirements of a program EIR are also 
addressed in response to comment B11-B. 

 As explained in Footnote 10 on p. 1.2-17 of the Draft EIR, this EIR analyzes a proposed 
Regional HOT Network as part of the overall program of transportation projects at a 
programmatic level. As the Regional HOT Network is just one component of the overall 
Plan, this programmatic EIR does not provide a more detailed analysis of the Regional 
HOT Network. See MTC’s Bay Area High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Network Study 
December 2008 Update (December 2008) for more information; this report is available for 
review at: http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/hov/12-08/HOT_Network_Report_12-08.pdf. 

 The comment also contends that an alternatives analysis of the Regional HOT Network 
will help MTC assess whether the network will meet the State’s goals of an 80 percent 
reduction in greenhouse gases by 2050, and though the Plan period ends before 2050 does 
not excuse the Draft EIR from planning in response to this State goal. 

 The Draft EIR (p. 2.5-8 through 2.5-14) describes the regulatory setting for the climate 
change and greenhouse gases issue area. MTC notes California’s major initiatives for 
reducing climate change as outlined in AB 1493, Governor’s 2005 Executive Order S-3-
05, and AB 32. These efforts aim at reducing greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 
2020 – a reduction of approximately 30 percent, and then an 80 percent reduction below 
1990 levels by 2050. The California Air Resources Board has identified strategies for 
making these reductions as outlined in the AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan which 
was approved by the Board in December 2008. The AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan, 
not this EIR, is the appropriate planning document to respond to the State’s goal of an 80 
percent reduction of greenhouse gases by 2050. MTC, along with state, regional, and local 
governments and the people of California, should and will take responsibility to advance 
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the State’s effort to reduce climate change and greenhouse gases as outlined in the AB 32 
scoping plan plus other related policy and planning initiatives that support these goals. 

 It should also be noted, however, that the Regional HOT network will be required to 
undergo its own project-specific CEQA analysis, and that is the proper CEQA document 
to evaluate the HOT network contribution of greenhouse gases. The State’s goal of an 80 
percent reduction in greenhouse gases by 2050 does not necessarily constitute a threshold 
of significance under CEQA for purposing of considering and evaluating a project’s 
impact on the environment. CEQA gives discretion to lead agencies to establish 
thresholds of significance based on individual circumstances. This EIR appropriately 
identified a significance threshold for the climate change and greenhouse gas emissions 
impact analysis as explained in Footnotes 22 and 23 on p. 2.5-15 of the Draft EIR. The 
Draft EIR appropriately assessed the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan’s impact on the 
environment as detailed in the Draft EIR’s Chapter 2.5, Climate Change and Greenhouse 
Gases, on p. 2.5-15 through 2.5-24. 

B11-G: The comment states that the transportation threshold of significance of “a substantial 
increase in per capita VMT compared to existing conditions” is inconsistent with the 
significance thresholds for greenhouse gases, inconsistent with the existing 
environmental conditions, inconsistent with the Plan’s goals and inconsistent with 
regional policy, and that the significance threshold should be set in parallel to the 
significance threshold for greenhouse gases. 

 Please see response to comment A2-C for an explanation of the process undertaken by 
the EIR preparers to identify thresholds of significance for this EIR.  

 Contrary to this comment, there are no references in the CEQA Guidelines that require 
thresholds of significance for one impact area to be consistent with either thresholds 
established for other impact areas or with existing environmental conditions. 
Furthermore, CEQA does not require thresholds of significance to be the same as 
performance objectives created for proposed Projects. Indeed, MTC explains this on 
Draft EIR page 1.2-12 paragraph 4. Rather, CEQA Guideline states that a threshold of 
significance is an identifiable quantitative, qualitative, or performance level of a particular 
environmental effect, noncompliance with which means the effect will normally be 
determined to be significant by the agency and compliance with which means the effect 
normally will be determined to be less than significant (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.7(a)). The EIR preparers established the significance threshold of “a substantial 
increase in per capita VMT compared to existing conditions” because it was consistent 
with significance thresholds used by other MPOs in their RTP EIRs (e.g., SCAG’s 
significance threshold is “substantially more total daily Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) 
than the current daily VMT”4). 

                                                        
4 See SCAG, Draft 2008 Regional Transportation Plan Update Program Environmental Impact Report (January 
2008) http://www.scag.ca.gov/RTPpeir2008/draft/documents/Ch3-14_Transportation.pdf 
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B11-H: Please see response to comment B16-C regarding MTC’s next steps to obtain statutory 
authority to implement pricing and land use strategies. 

B11-I: MTC would like to clarify that for cumulative impact 2.5-1 related to greenhouse gas 
emissions, the proposed Project’s contribution to the overall significant cumulative effect 
is not cumulatively considerable (Draft EIR page 2.5-8), in part because the cumulative 
influence of fuel efficiency regulations and project improvements reduces emissions from 
existing rates, and in part because the proposed Project results in fewer emissions than 
the likely future condition without the proposed Project (the No Project condition). 
Under this conclusion, mitigation measures are not necessary for CEQA purposes. 

 That being said, MTC voluntarily provides mitigation measures here because of the 
urgent need for a comprehensive response to global warming. However, because the 
Transportation 2035 Plan contains projects that would be developed by agencies other 
than MTC, MTC finds that the direct implementation and monitoring of some mitigation 
measures listed in the Draft EIR including mitigation measures 2.5(b), are not within its 
jurisdiction. As described in the Mitigation Monitoring Program (Appendix C of this 
document), MTC ensures compliance with the identified project-level mitigation 
measures by requiring individual projects to undergo CEQA and NEPA (if applicable) 
review. As a part of the record, the impact conclusions and recommended mitigation 
measures in this EIR become critical components of the project-level analysis undertaken 
by project sponsors, and those sponsors are responsible for using this EIR in the 
preparation of their project level environmental analyses. Please see the Mitigation 
Monitoring Program for more details. 

 Regarding the proposition that mitigation measure 2.5(a) should have been made a 
component part of the list for mitigation measure 2.5(b), MTC respectfully disagrees. 
Measure 2.5(a) is designed to be implemented by MTC directly, in cooperation with the 
other regional planning agencies, while the measures in 2.5(b) are expected to be 
implemented at the project level. In other words, the product of 2.5(a) would help to 
support the achievement of 2.5(b). 

B11-J: Commenter suggests the Commission should adopt the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative, and also suggests changes to refine the alternative prior to adoption. 
Comment noted. This comment does not raise environmental issues under CEQA; 
however, as a part of the public record, the Commission will take this comment into 
account in its decision on the Transportation 2035 Plan. A response to the concern that 
the alternative should perform better is provided generally for comment B9-B, where the 
alternatives development and selection process is discussed. 

B11-K: This comment suggests the cumulative analysis was inadequate because of the definition 
of the No Project alternative. Please see response to comment A7-A regarding the No 
Project alternative. 

B11-L: This comment states that GHG impacts need to be evaluated temporally such that the 
EIR should estimate when, over the planning period, emissions reductions are achieved. 
This segmented analysis is not required, nor encouraged, under CEQA. Under CEQA, an 
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EIR must evaluate the change from existing conditions to the build-out condition of the 
proposed Project. Specifically, the lead agency must consider “all phases of project 
planning, implementation, and operation” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15063 (a)(1)). 
MTC, however, was cognizant of public interest in interim year impacts, and thus 
included in the Draft EIR (p. 2.5-19), for discussion purposes, a description of potential 
effects in interim years. 

B11-M:As stated in responses to comments B5-F and B9-C: the current generation of travel 
demand models (such as MTC's) does a reasonable job in assessing all of the major 
components of induced travel demand, including route shifts, time-of-day shifts, modal 
shifts, and trip destination shifts. In addition, MTC's travel demand models include 
feedback between trip assignments and auto ownership choice (e.g., increases in transit 
investment and transit accessibility will dampen the increase in auto ownership levels). 
This means that both auto ownership and the subsequent trip generation forecasts are 
sensitive to changes in auto and transit accessibility. Induced vehicle trip demand is 
reasonably accounted for in each of these forecasts, and vehicle hours of delay are not 
underestimated. Please see response to comment B5-F for more information on MTC's 
travel demand modeling. 

B12—SAN FRANCISCO TOMORROW 

B12-A: The comment requests that the Transportation 2035 Plan evaluate the additional deaths 
and injuries from automobile accidents that occur as a result of the increase in vehicle 
miles traveled associated with the plan. MTC would first like to point out that the Draft 
EIR found a slight increase in per capita VMT under the proposed Project, but this 
increase is less than what is projected under the No Project condition. Therefore, it is 
inaccurate to attribute the slight increase in VMT to the Plan, when it is impossible to 
separate out the cumulative effects of regional population and employment growth from 
the effects of the Plan. 

The Commission adopted a Transportation 2035 performance objective that includes 
three sub-parts: reduce fatalities from motor vehicle collisions, reduce bicycle fatalities 
and pedestrian fatalities, and reduce bicycle injuries and pedestrian injuries. As explained 
on p. 37 of MTC’s Transportation 2035 Plan Performance Assessment Report (December 
2008), MTC’s performance assessment focuses on total motor-vehicle injuries and 
fatalities because of a limited ability to forecast each of the three metrics separately. Based 
on that assessment, the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan is forecast to reduce annual 
motor vehicle injuries and fatalities very slightly from 42,300 to 41,500 injury and 
fatalities per year compared to the 2035 No Project. 

B12-B: The first part of this comment (that “the preferred plan discourages smart growth, transit 
and transit-oriented development”) concerns the substance of the Transportation 2035 
Plan itself rather than the Draft EIR, which provides environmental review of that plan. 
Therefore, this portion of the comment does not raise environmental issues under CEQA. 
However, MTC respectfully disagrees with the comment. Draft EIR Chapter 1.2: Overview 
of the Transportation 2035 Plan provides a complete description of the investment 
program, goals, and objectives, which support smart growth patterns and transit use (see 
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Draft EIR pages 1.2-8 through 1.2-9). Please see also Draft EIR Chapter 2.12: Growth-
Inducing Impacts. 

The comment claims that the EIR identifies the Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection 
Emphasis + Pricing Strategies alternative as the environmentally superior alternative, 
while dismissing the Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis + Land Use 
Strategies alternative as not implementable. This is an inaccurate portrayal of the 
conclusions of the environmental analysis. Draft EIR pages 3.1-38 and 3.1-39 describe in 
detail the performance of both of the aforementioned alternatives and states on page 3.1-
39, paragraph five that both perform “very well” environmentally. However, because 
CEQA requires the EIR to identify one environmentally superior alternative, the analysis 
goes on to explain four reasons related to both environmental performance and 
implementation that suggest why the Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis + 
Pricing Strategies alternative would be the (slightly) environmentally superior of the two. 
Furthermore, for full disclosure, the subsequent sections on how the environmentally 
superior alternative meets basic project objectives and stands up to feasibility challenges 
were expanded within the Draft EIR to encompass both of these alternatives, because of 
how closely they performed in the environmental analysis. It is in that wider feasibility 
discussion where MTC concludes that it does not yet have the statutory authority to 
adequately implement either of the aforementioned alternatives. Please also see response 
to comment B16-C for more information on MTC’s next steps in regards to increasing 
the feasibility of the pricing and land use strategies by pursuing statutory authority to 
implement them. 

The comment includes a request that the EIR identify an environmentally superior 
alternative that combines both land use and pricing. Since this combination was not 
among those evaluated in the alternatives analysis, it is not eligible for selection as the 
environmentally superior of those evaluated. Please see response to comment B9-B 
regarding CEQA requirements for the selection and evaluation of alternatives. 

B12-C: Please see response to comment B11-B regarding committed projects and funds. 

B12-D: As noted by the comment, the environmental checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.) poses questions of whether the project (a) would cause 
an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and 
capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of 
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections), or (b) 
would the project exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard 
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or 
highways? In developing significance criteria that respond to these questions, EIR 
preparers traditionally measure the project impact as the effect of the project on traffic 
operating conditions as expressed in terms of LOS, volume to capacity (V/C) ratio, or 
average vehicle delay. For this EIR, one criterion MTC uses is “a substantial increase in 
VMT on facilities experiencing LOS F compared to existing conditions.” However, as 
MTC recognized the LOS definition was limited, two additional significance thresholds 
were added for use in the transportation impact analysis – (a) job accessibility by autos 
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and transit, and (b) per capita VMT, both of which do a better job at measuring people 
movement. 

See also responses to comments A2-A and A2-C. 

The comment correctly notes that there appears to be a shift away from the use of LOS 
measure in environmental assessments, as indicated by the Office of Planning & 
Research’s (OPR) preliminary draft amendments to the CEQA Guidelines to address 
greenhouse gases. OPR proposes to strike the two questions cited above in the 
environmental checklist and replace them with a new question that focuses on a 
“substantial increase in the number of vehicle trips, roadway vehicle volume, or vehicle 
miles traveled.” See OPR’s website for more information on the proposed CEQA 
amendments at: http://opr.ca.gov/index.php?a=ceqa/index.html. 

B12-E: Regarding the comment that the Draft EIR fails to identify the most environmentally 
beneficial program, MTC refers the comment to CEQA Guidelines 15002(a) on the basic 
purposes of CEQA, which center not on identifying the “most environmentally beneficial 
program”, but on: 1) informing the public and decision-makers about the potential 
significant adverse environmental effects of proposed activities, 2) ways those effects can 
be mitigated, 3) requiring changes to projects where feasible to prevent significant 
avoidable damage to the environment, and 4) to disclose to the public the reasons why a 
governmental agency approved a project if significant environmental effects are involved. 
Also, see response to comment B9-B regarding CEQA requirements for the selection and 
evaluation of alternatives. 

Regarding the comment that the Draft EIR “discounts” the serious environmental 
impacts of road expansion the Draft EIR does in fact fully disclose adverse impacts of 
road expansion. In the context of an environmental analysis, the word “discounts” most 
likely refers to a process by which the relative “weight” or importance of one kind of 
environmental impact is considered less compared to the relative weight or importance of 
another kind of environmental impact. While personal opinions of the public and experts 
may consciously or subconsciously discount some kinds of impacts compared to others 
when reviewing this document, the Draft EIR was prepared with no such discount in its 
study approach or methodology. Rather, in each issue area, as applicable, a concrete or 
proxy measure was created to represent the impact of roadway expansion (e.g. VMT and 
air quality impacts were derived directly related to new roadway capacity, whereas land 
impact buffer distances were approximated around proposed projects). The impact was 
then quantified (when possible), and compared to the significance criteria in question. All 
potential impacts are reported in the impact analysis for each issue area. The same 
roadway network (including expansions) was assumed for all issue area analyses. 

In the process of gleaning the subtle differences in environmental impacts between the 
Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis + Pricing alternative and the Heavy 
Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis + Land Use alternative in the selection of the 
environmentally superior alternative (Draft EIR page 3.1-39), the decision was made to 
consider impacts in the Energy and Climate Change areas somewhat more important 
than in other areas. This decision was based on the direct connection between energy use 
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and greenhouse gas emissions, and the direct relationship between greenhouse gas 
emissions and climate change outcomes. 

Regarding the statement that the Draft EIR “does not acknowledge benefits of transit-
oriented development”, MTC respectfully disagrees with this statement on two levels. 
First, it is not the job of the EIR to simply acknowledge the benefits of TOD simply 
because people say they should exist, but rather to make a good faith effort to measure the 
effects of the proposed Project, and where there are benefits, to describe them. Within the 
regulatory setting an EIR may also describe the existing policies and programs that 
support TOD. This EIR takes both of these approaches to describing the benefits of TOD. 
In the alternatives analysis, the Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis + Land 
Use alternative performs better than the other alternatives, and in particular than the 
basic Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis alternative, specifically because 
of the land use assumptions which include denser development around transit and 
population living closer to employment. This analysis adequately illustrates for decision-
makers and the public the relative benefits of transit-oriented development within the 
context of consideration of alternatives to the proposed Project. For a more complete 
summary of the alternatives analysis results, please see Draft EIR page 3.1-41. 
Furthermore, regional agencies’ active involvement in and support of transit-oriented 
development is also acknowledged in the Draft EIR on page 2.3-19, where the Land Use 
and Housing regulatory setting describes the FOCUS effort, and on page 2.3-23 where 
MTC’s existing TOD Policy is described. 

B13—OMAR CHATTY 

B13-A: This comment concerns the substance of the Transportation 2035 Plan itself, not the 
Draft EIR, which provides environmental review of that plan. This comment does not 
raise environmental issues under CEQA. 

The comment expresses his skepticism about the environmental benefits of transit-
oriented developments. While this programmatic EIR does not specifically focus on this 
type of land use development, there has been research conducted on the effects of transit-
oriented development. For example, the Transit Cooperative Research Project (TCRP) 
recently published its report titled Transit-Oriented Development in the United States: 
Experiences, Challenges, and Prospects. This report concludes that the most direct benefit 
of TOD and joint development is increased ridership and the associated revenue gains, 
and other benefits include vitalization of neighborhoods, increases in the supply of 
affordable housing, congestion relief, and improved safety for pedestrians and cyclists. 

See http://www.fta.dot.gov/planning/planning_environment_6932.html for more 
information regarding benefits of TOD. 

More specifically, MTC has conducted its own research as well, including MTC’s Station 
Area Residents Survey (STARS) Report published in 2006. This study was undertaken to 
characterize the demographics and travel characteristics of station area residents – 
individuals living within close proximity to stops and/or ferry terminals in the region. 
Among its findings, the study concludes that (1) people living within a half-mile of a rail 
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or ferry station are four times as likely to use transit than people living farther than half-
mile from a rail/ferry stop, and (2) households within half-mile of rail stations/ferry 
produce about half of the vehicle miles traveled of their suburban and rural counterparts. 

See http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth/stars/index.htm for more 
information. 

B13-B: This comment concerns the substance of the Transportation 2035 Plan itself, not the 
Draft EIR, which provides environmental review of that plan. This comment does not 
raise environmental issues under CEQA. However, please see response to comment B13-
A. 

B13-C: The comment suggests that the Draft EIR: (a) consider the violent and property crime 
impacts that occur in TODs; and (b) segment, identify and apply costs to the 
environmental and social impact of the TOD and other high-density developments, such 
as crime, non-transportation infrastructure, tax generation, unemployment, etc. While 
MTC understands the concerns raised in the comment about the social, economic and 
physical impacts about TODs, the scope of this EIR is not focused on assessing the 
environmental effects of TODs but rather the effects of implementing the transportation 
improvements identified in the Transportation 2035 Plan. See Chapter 2.3: Land Use and 
Housing for an evaluation of the potential effects of the plan on the conversion or loss of 
agriculture lands, open space, or natural areas; project consistency with adopted land use 
plans; and community displacement and disruptions, including potential loss of housing 
and businesses and separation of people from community resources. 

B13-D: The comment states that the Transportation 2035 Plan does not plan for non-toll road 
improvements, particularly inter-regional road improvements, and the savings of VMT, 
VHT and the benefits coming from cleaner cars. See Draft EIR Appendix 1: Projects by 
County of the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan for a complete listing of projects/programs, 
which includes non-tolled highway and local road improvements. 

MTC fully acknowledges the prospect that advances in vehicle technology (such as 
cleaner burning fuels, higher performing electric vehicles, etc) will assist MTC in 
attaining stricter vehicle emissions standards in the future. However, the proposed 
Transportation 2035 Plan itself does not propose future fleet characteristics because those 
are not under MTC’s or local transportation agency control. On the contrary, the nature 
of the fleet will be largely dependent on market forces (for instance: the popularity of 
smaller and alternative fuel vehicles already exists, but the economic downturn may slow 
the rate of purchases of new vehicles, thus slowing fleet turnover and transition to high 
fuel efficiency). 

That being said, the Draft EIR analysis does make adjustments in order to best reflect the 
likelihood of a more fuel efficient fleet in the future. Specifically, the Draft EIR analysis 
assumes the full implementation and enforcement of Assembly Bill 1493, otherwise 
known as the “Pavley rules” (Please see Draft EIR p. 2.5-9 for more information on this 
legislation). These rules set new, stricter emissions standards for new passenger vehicles 
and light trucks. The overall growth in VMT is moderated by the increase in overall fuel 
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economy. MTC is assuming that the overall fuel economy for private vehicles will 
increase from 19.86 miles per gallon (mpg) in 2006 to 32.15 miles per gallon by 2035. The 
proposed Project and all alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR are based on this 32.15 
mpg assumption, which was derived from the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
EMFAC model system. See also p. C-16 of MTC’s Draft Transportation Air Quality 
Conformity Analysis for the Transportation 2035 Plan and 2009 Transportation 
Improvement Program/Amendment #09-06 for more information. This report can be 
viewed at: 

http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/Supplementary/AQCA-
2009TIPAmend_FullDraft_109.pdf  

The Draft EIR analysis results (for example, on p. 2.5-18) were reported in such a way as 
to fully disclose the difference in greenhouse gas emissions under full Pavley 
implementation, partial implementation, and no implementation for the proposed 
Project and for the No Project alternative, and compares those existing conditions. The 
bulk of vehicle emissions reductions between today and 2035 are attributable to these 
tightening standards, and MTC wanted to capture that reality in the analysis. 

See also Draft EIR Chapter 2.1: Transportation, Chapter 2.2: Air Quality, Chapter 2.4: 
Energy, and Chapter 2.5: Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases for information about 
the potential effects of the Transportation 2035 Plan on VMT, VHT and the benefits 
coming from cleaner cars. 

B13-E: The comment raises the issue of traffic congestion that occurs at at-grade train crossings. 
While MTC acknowledges that there are localized traffic delays at grade crossings, this 
type of impact is most appropriately addressed at the project level when specific rail 
operations, schedules, and frequency of service are determined. 

B13-F: This comment concerns the substance of the Transportation 2035 Plan itself rather than 
the Draft EIR, which provides environmental review of that plan. The comment does not 
raise environmental issues under CEQA. More specifically, it is not the purpose of an EIR 
to evaluate the need for specific projects (see response to comment B12-E for more about 
the purpose of the EIR under CEQA). Rather, the EIR looks at the Project as proposed, 
and assesses the potential adverse physical environmental impacts of implementing that 
proposed Project. Thus, the absence of an evaluation of the “need and benefit to parallel 
existing freeways and highways that motorists use to get from San Jose to points east” is 
not a “major gap in the EIR” as the comment claims but rather something that could have 
been incorporated into the proposed Project prior to conducting the EIR analysis. Please 
see Draft EIR pages 1.2-10 through 1.2-13 and MTC’s Transportation 2035 Performance 
Assessment Report (December 2008) for more information about the process by which 
projects were evaluated for inclusion in the Plan. 

B13-G: The potential impact of the proposed Project on emergency access/ingress/egress was not 
evaluated in detail in the Draft EIR because the initial study and scoping of potential 
impacts in preparation for the EIR analysis determined that there was no possibility for 
significant reductions in emergency access as a result of investing in transportation 
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improvements identified in the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan. Stated another way, 
MTC determined that as all of the investments within the proposed Project are designed 
to improve the performance of the transportation network (e.g. reduce vehicle hours of 
delay or improve accessibility to jobs by car and by transit), then it could reasonably be 
assumed that provisions of the Plan would not reduce emergency access and movement 
compared to existing conditions. The comment refers to “highways as emergency vehicle 
ingress and egress in times of floods, fires, and earthquakes.” Please note that when the 
1989 Loma Prieta earthquake hit, it was freeways and highways that were most 
compromised in San Francisco. On the other hand, ferry service between San Francisco 
and Oakland, which had ended decades before, was revived during the month-long 
closure of the Bay Bridge as an alternative to the overcrowded BART. It is MTC’s position 
that a safe transportation system is not solely reliant on cars, but rather is a network with 
many viable alternative modes. 

 In order to clarify why this issue was not evaluated in detail in the Draft EIR, a revision to 
Draft EIR page 2.1-7 pursuant to the above response is provided in section 2 of this Final 
EIR to address this comment. 

B13-H: The EIR assesses the environmental effects of the transportation improvements identified 
in the Transportation 2035 Plan as a whole, rather than isolating out the effects that 
transit projects may cause. Please see response to comment B11-F regarding evaluation of 
component parts of a project and the requirements of a Program EIR. Please also see 
response to comment A1-B pertaining to impacts evaluated under CEQA, of which 
“transit costs” and “government employment impacts” are not a part. 

B14—LIBBY LUCAS 

B14-A: On December 19, 2008, MTC sent Bay Area public libraries, including the City of Palo 
Alto Public Library, a CD with a full electronic copy of the Draft EIR for circulation. The 
full Draft EIR was also available for viewing and downloading online at 
www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan, and available for viewing at the MTC/ABAG 
Library located at 101 Eighth Street in Oakland. Printed copies were also available upon 
request by email to library@mtc.ca.gov or by phone at 510.817.5836. 

MTC verified with the City of Palo Alto Public Library that the CD of the Draft EIR for 
the Transportation 2035 Plan was not available but no reason was given as to why it was 
missing from the library’s catalog. MTC apologizes for this error and the inconveniences 
resulting from this error. MTC immediately rectified this problem by sending the City of 
Palo Alto Public Library a copy of the Draft EIR for the Transportation 2035 Plan. Note 
that a copy of the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan was available at the City of Palo Alto 
Public Library for viewing. 

The rest of this comment letter concerns the substance of the Transportation 2035 Plan 
itself, not the Draft EIR, which provides environmental review of that plan. This 
comment letter does not raise environmental issues under CEQA. However, we note our 
agreement with this comment about the need for regional investments to support 
California high-speed rail. MTC worked collaboratively with the California High-Speed 
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Rail Authority, BART and Caltrain on the development of the Regional Rail Plan, which 
was adopted by MTC in September 2007. Information about the Regional Rail Plan can 
be found at: http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/rail/index.htm. Even more recently as of 
February 2009, MTC and its regional and state partners are working on identifying 
investments priorities for spending funds potentially flowing to the region from a federal 
economic stimulus bill, known as the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) 
of 2009, including regional investments that would support high-speed rail. 

B15—RAFT 

B15-A: Please see response to comment A1-B. 

B15-B: This EIR does not evaluate the adequacy of funding for sound walls because inadequate 
funding does not qualify as a potentially significant environmental effect under CEQA 
(Guidelines 15064(e)). Nor does the EIR evaluate the adequacy of the local agency sound 
wall policies themselves because they are not a part of the proposed Project. The Draft 
EIR does analyze the overall regional noise impacts of the proposed Project, and 
acknowledges a cumulative noise impact that is significant, and to which the project’s 
contribution may be cumulatively considerable due to the uncertainty around the 
location of sensitive receptors in the future (Draft EIR p. 2.6-24 and 2.6-25). 

B16—GERALD P. CAUTHEN & ASSOCIATES 

B16-A: In the Draft EIR Executive Summary and Impact Summary Table, many of the identified 
adverse impacts will occur with or without the proposed Plan, and impacts in most issue 
areas will actually be less under the proposed Plan than under the No Project alternative. 
For instance, the proposed Project will result in fewer VMT per capita, less transportation 
energy consumption, fewer greenhouse gas emissions, fewer roadway miles exposed to 
noise at or above 66 dBA, fewer areas experiencing a 3 dBA or greater increase in noise 
levels, and less traffic congestion as measured by VMT at LOS F, compared to the No 
Project alternative. 

Regarding the ability to implement identified mitigation measures, the Draft EIR 
describes feasible mitigation measures, which could minimize significant adverse impacts 
for each significant environmental effect identified in the EIR. The Draft EIR 
distinguishes between the measures which are proposed for MTC implementation versus 
measures that will be implemented by project sponsors as required by CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4. 

B16-B: Please see response to comment A7-A. 

B16-C: Regarding the statement about dropping certain alternatives, please note that the 
referenced alternatives were carried forward for full analysis in the Draft EIR. The Draft 
EIR fully evaluates and compares the referenced alternatives and selects an 
environmentally superior alternative from among them, pursuant to CEQA. The Draft 
EIR also provides summary information about the extent to which the environmentally 
superior alternative meets the basic project objectives, as well as some important 
feasibility issues to be considered by decision makers in deliberations on the EIR and 
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proposed Project. The feasibility discussion in the Draft EIR does not itself reject or 
“drop” alternatives. In light of the whole record, including the aforementioned feasibility 
discussion, decision makers ultimately decide on a preferred project, and prepare 
findings, facts in support of findings, and a statement of overriding considerations as 
necessary to support their decision. 

The feasibility discussion correctly discloses the limitations of MTC’s statutory authority 
to implement the land use and pricing aspects of the alternatives. Alternatives analyzed in 
the EIR need not be actually feasible, but rather need only be “potentially feasible.” 
(CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(a)); see also Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of 
Oceanside (4th District 2004) 119 Cal. App. 4th 477, 489 [14 Cal. Rptr. 3d 308] (although 
the respondent city ultimately rejected as infeasible several alternatives that were 
evaluated in an EIR, “this conclusion does not imply these alternatives were improperly 
included for discussion”; “alternatives included in an EIR need only be potentially 
feasible”). 

Nonetheless, MTC recognizes the interest in understanding “what it would take, by way 
of legislation and actions by other jurisdictions to implement each environmentally 
superior alternative.” Ultimately, to implement the aggressive pricing and land use 
strategies tested in the alternatives, MTC must obtain statutory authority from the state 
and/or federal governments to implement pricing strategies, including the 
implementation of the Regional HOT Network plus other strategies as described in the 
Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis + Pricing alternative; and MTC must 
continue to work with local jurisdictions (who have land use authority) to change zoning 
and land use policies in support of the land use strategies envisioned in the Heavy 
Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis + Land Use alternative. 

Over the past year, MTC has been working closely with Caltrans, California Highway 
Patrol, and county congestion management agencies to establish implementation policies, 
including tolling and operations, and phasing of the Regional HOT Network and corridor 
investment programs. Legislative authority is required to develop a complete network, 
and in this vein, MTC is committed to continue its advocacy efforts for authorizing 
legislation to implement the Regional HOT Network. Specifically, MTC is engaged in the 
following two advocacy efforts: 

• MTC is pursuing legislation in the 2009 state session to obtain the authority to 
develop an 800-mile regional HOT lane network. This network would come on 
the heels of three HOT corridors expected to be operational by 2010 – I-680 
Sunol Grade, I-580 Alameda, and Route 85 in Santa Clara. The intent is to expand 
HOT lanes throughout the region. The tolls imposed in the HOT lanes would 
vary according to the level of congestion in order to ensure a free-flow of traffic 
for carpools, buses and toll payers. 

• MTC is also pursuing legislation in the 2009 state session related to the Toll 
Bridge Seismic Retrofit Program in order to obtain authority to raise tolls to 
retrofit the Antioch and Dumbarton bridges, currently not contained in the 
region's seismic retrofit program. As part of this legislation, MTC intends to also 
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seek the authority to vary the tolls on the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge 
according to time of day so as to shift more trips to the off-peak hours. 

As the next steps following the adoption of the Transportation 2035 Plan, MTC intends 
to continue its public outreach and advocacy for other pricing and land use strategies that 
are beyond MTC’s current statutory authority via implementation of SB 375 and AB 32 
for needed policies and programs to reach Transportation 2035 goals. 

B16-D: Please see response to comment B9-B. 

B16-E: Please see response to comment B11-F. 

B16-F: Please see response to comment B13-D in regards to how the EIR analysis addresses 
anticipated changes in the fuel efficiency of the fleet. 

B16-G: The comment is concerned that there are no projects in the Draft EIR devoted to noise 
control or noise suppression. If by projects the comment means investments within the 
proposed Transportation 2035 Plan, please note that the Draft EIR does not establish the 
proposed Project description (i.e. what is contained in the Plan). However, if by projects 
the comment means mitigation measures to reduce potential noise impacts of the 
proposed Plan, please see Draft EIR pages 2.6-23 and 2.6-24 where five design-and 
operations-related mitigation measures are recommended. 

Please see also response to comment B15-B which describes the identified significant 
cumulative noise impact. 

B17—BREATHE CALIFORNIA 

B17-A: Please see response to comment B9-B regarding the range of alternatives evaluated. 

B17-B: Please see responses to comments A7-A and B11-B. 

B17-C: Please see response to comment B11-F regarding the nature of a program EIR and the 
evaluation of component parts of the program. Regarding the nature and scope of 
alternatives evaluated (appears in paragraphs 1 and 2 of this comment), please see 
response to comment B9-B. Regarding the environmentally superior alternative 
(paragraph 3 of this comment), please see response to comment B16-C. 

B17-D: Please see response to comment B13-D regarding the quantification and display of 
emissions impacts for the proposed Project as compared to existing conditions and the 
No Project alternative, and how this comparison adequately illustrates the influence of 
RTP investments as distinct from changes resulting from improved vehicle fuel efficiency. 
Please note, even in the consistent comparison of alternatives by fleet assumption, MTC 
does not evaluate a scenario in which the future vehicle fleet is exactly the same as the 
existing vehicle fleet, as suggested in paragraph 2 of this comment. This condition would 
be an unreasonable assumption because even without stricter fuel efficiency standards 
people will buy new cars and old cars will be retired. Providing the comparison between 
the proposed Project and the No Project condition with the same fleet assumptions across 
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both alternatives provides the necessary basis for determination of the relative effect of 
the proposed Project network in the future. 

Regarding the Bay Area’s attainment status for PM 2.5, please see response to comment 
B9-R. 

B17-E: Please see responses to comments B5-B (induced growth), B9-C (induced demand), B5-F 
(transportation model strengths and weaknesses) and B11-F (evaluating component parts 
of a program). 

B17-F: Please see responses to comments B9-K and B9-L. 

Regarding the MTC TOD Policy, it is not part of the proposed Project therefore the Draft 
EIR does not evaluate it. This comment concerns neither the Transportation 2035 Plan 
nor the Draft EIR which provides the environmental analysis of that Plan. 

B17-G: Please see response to comment B11-F regarding evaluation of components of the project 
and requirements of a program EIR. Comments regarding the content of the Regional 
HOT Network and its funding conditions concern the Transportation 2035 Plan, not the 
Draft EIR. However, MTC would like to clarify that the Regional HOT Network as 
presently proposed does convert existing mixed-flow lanes to HOT lanes in some areas as 
the comment suggests. 

B18—SIERRA CLUB BAY AREA TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

B18-A: Please see response to comment B9-B. 

B18-B: Please see response to comment A7-A. 

B18-C: Please see response to comment B17-C regarding analyzing component projects and 
CEQA requirements for Program EIRs. Regarding the range of alternatives considered, 
please see response to comment B9-B. Regarding the feasibility of alternatives and for a 
description of MTC’s “steps to seek the legislative authority to implement land use and 
pricing initiatives”, please see response to comment B16-C. The statement that MTC has 
the authority to program transportation projects conditionally on the eventual 
implementation of pricing and land use policies is incorrect. It is important to underscore 
that MTC presently does not have statutory authority to implement pricing strategies, but 
MTC is advocating and currently seeking support from State legislators to secure such 
statutory authority to implement the Regional HOT Network. Furthermore, a regional 
dialogue with transportation and land use partners, stakeholders and members of the 
public about opportunities for conditioning transportation discretionary funding on 
supportive land uses must occur prior to any Commission action to this effect. 

B18-D: Please see responses to comments B5-B (regarding induced growth), B9-C (regarding 
induced travel demand), and B5-F (regarding the strengths and limitations of the current 
model and potential improvements in the next one). 
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B18-E: Please see responses to comment B9-I regarding specificity of transportation impact 
significance criteria. Please see response to comment B11-F regarding the nature of a 
program EIR and the evaluation of component parts of the program. Regarding the 
nature and scope of alternatives evaluated (appears in paragraphs 1 and 2 of this 
comment), please see response to comment B9-B. Regarding the environmentally 
superior alternative (paragraph 3 of this comment), please see response to comment B16-
C. 

B18-F:  Please see response to comment B7-B. 

B18-G: Please see response to comment B7-A. 

B18-H:  Please see responses to comments B9-K, B9-L and B17-F. 

B18-I: Please see response to comment B11-F and B17-G. 

B18-J:  Please see response to comment B17-D. 

B18-K: Please see response to comment A1-B regarding CEQA and the evaluation of equity and 
environmental justice. Regarding the validity of ABAG’s Projections 2007, MTC 
acknowledges that future projections, by their very nature, are speculative. However, in 
terms of Bay Area planning, ABAG’s projections (Projections 2007) represent the latest 
set of planning assumptions and thus are the common basis upon which the planning of 
virtually all local and regional agencies relies. “Some kind of update of assumptions”, per 
the commenter’s suggestion, would of themselves be both speculative and reactionary, 
treating this year’s economic turmoil as a pattern upon which to mold the next 25 years. 
Precedent and the administrative record show ABAG’s projections to be an adequate 
(albeit not perfect) basis for describing future employment trends. “CEQA does not 
require technical perfection in an EIR, but rather adequacy, completeness, and a good 
faith effort at full disclosure.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15003(i)) 

B18-L: Please see response to comment B16-G. 

B18-M: Please see Draft EIR pages 1.1-2 and 1.1-3 for a description of the scope of this EIR. The 
Draft EIR analyzes the aggregate effects of all projects included in the proposed Plan. The 
transportation model that is the basis of much of the data analyzed in the EIR contains 
the entire network of transportation improvements proposed in the Plan. For more 
information on the transportation model, please see response to comment B5-F and 
Section 2.1 of the Draft EIR. 

B19—SHERMAN LEWIS 

B19-A: Please see response to comment B9-B. 

B19-B: This comment about future commitments to compliance with SB 375 concerns the 
substance of the Transportation 2035 Plan itself rather than the Draft EIR, which 
provides environmental review of that plan. The comment does not raise environmental 
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issues under CEQA. However, please see response to comment A1-A for more 
information on MTC’s current efforts related to SB 375. 

B19-C: Please see responses to comments A7-A and B11-B. 

ORAL TESTIMONY 

C1—JOINT ADVISORY WORKSHOP 

C1-A: On the October 31, 2008 MTC staff met with Attorney General’s staff to discuss their 
scoping letter in response to the Notice of Preparation of the Draft EIR. A summary of 
this meeting was presented to MTC’s Planning Committee on November 14, 2008 and is 
archived here: http://apps.mtc.ca.gov/events/agendaView.akt?p=1161. 

C1-B: The comment raises concerns about the aging of the Bay Area population and related 
transportation needs, particularly paratransit services. The Draft Transportation 2035 
Plan acknowledges this issue on page 22. In terms of the plan’s investments, almost two-
thirds of the plan expenditures go to projects that improve transit services (see page 37 of 
the Draft Transportation 2035 Plan), which certainly will benefit all Bay Area residents 
who currently take transit or will transition to transit use as they get older. Also, see 
responses to comments A11-B which addresses the adequacy of environmental setting 
demographic information and B5-C which addresses the inclusion of paratransit. 

C1-C: Please see responses to comments B9-B and A7-A. 

C1-D: MTC consulted closely with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service in regards to the 
mitigation measures proposed for this program level document, in particular those for 
biological resources. The Draft EIR pages 2.9-25 through 2.9-29 and pages 2.9-33 through 
2.9-37 contain very detailed mitigation measures to ensure that project level analysis, 
design, construction, and operation of transportation improvements abide by the best 
practices for protecting special status species, including, but not limited to, the Bay 
Checkerspot Butterfly. 

C1-E: Comment noted. 

C1-F: This comment about transportation planning philosophy concerns the substance of the 
Transportation 2035 Plan itself, not the Draft EIR, which provides environmental review 
of that plan. This comment does not raise environmental issues under CEQA.  

C1-G: Please see response to comment B9-B. 

C1-H: The Draft EIR on the Transportation 2035 Plan necessarily defines as its project area the 
region over which MTC has authority for transportation planning. This region is the nine 
county Bay Area as defined in Chapter 1.2 of the Draft EIR. However, this EIR also 
evaluates potential cumulative effects and the extent to which the proposed Project 
contributes to those cumulative effects. Cumulative air quality impacts are described on 
Draft EIR page 2.2-20 through 2.2-24. MTC conducts separate planning and 
environmental review processes for ports; however, please also see response to comment 
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A1-D regarding the extent to which particulate matter and port pollution impacts are 
described and mitigated in this Draft EIR. Regarding the range of alternatives considered, 
please see response to comment B9-B. 

C1-I: The comment is correct in saying that the Draft EIR evaluates the proposed Project, 
which is the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan. The comment is also correct that the 
proposed Project could have been a different plan for investments than the one proposed. 
However, MTC and the local transportation agencies underwent extensive analysis and 
public processes to refine and evaluate the set of transportation investments that made 
their way into the Plan. A description of MTC’s process is provided on Draft EIR p. 1.2-
13 and 1.2-14. Comment letters A6, A8, A9, A12, and A13 also provide brief examples of 
the local effort and outreach that went into the creation of the project lists that were 
proposed to MTC for consideration. In addition to analyzing the proposed Plan, 
alternative sets of investments were analyzed (see Draft EIR Chapter 3.1). 

C1-J: Starting on page 3.1-6, the Draft EIR describes the range of alternatives evaluated, and 
then starting on page 3.1-9, the Draft EIR presents that comparative impact analysis of 
the alternatives. As stated on p. 3.1-11, both the Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection 
Emphasis plus pricing and plus land use perform better than the proposed Project at 
reducing per capita VMT and producing lower levels of emissions. 

C2—JANUARY 27 PUBLIC HEARING 

C2-A: The comment asks why MTC prepares an EIR prior to finalizing the Transportation 2035 
Plan. In California, regional transportation plans are subject to environmental review and 
compliance with CEQA. Accordingly, MTC has prepared a programmatic EIR for the 
Draft Transportation 2035 Plan. As explained on p. 1.1-1 of the Draft EIR, the purpose of 
the EIR is inform decision-makers, responsible and trustee agencies, and the general 
public of the proposed action and the range of potential environmental impacts of that 
action. The Commission will use this EIR in its review of the proposed final 
Transportation 2035 Plan prior to taking action on the Plan.  The Final EIR must be 
certified as being “adequate” by the Commission prior to taking action on the Plan. 

Reflecting the order that the issues appear in the comment, please see responses to 
comments B12-A (risk of accidents on freeways), B9-B (range of alternatives evaluated), 
B12-B (feasibility and environmentally superior alternative), B11-B (committed funds), 
and B12-D (level of service as an indicator). 

Regarding the follow-up comment about vehicle speed and emissions, the car goes a 
different distance in each scenario described in this comment. Generally-speaking, fuel 
economy improves with faster speeds, and faster speeds are possible under less congested 
conditions. So, traveling at higher speeds in less congested conditions would involve 
using less fuel per mile traveled, resulting in lower pollutant emissions, including 
greenhouse gases, per mile traveled. To make that clear in this scenario, imagine the 
destination is 10 miles away for both scenarios. When the car averages 10 miles per hour 
in traffic and therefore only gets 10 miles to the gallon, this trip would take 1 hour to 
complete at a cost of 1 gallon of gasoline and the associated emissions (and frustration!). 
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If, however, there is less congestion and the car can move at 50 miles an hour and achieve 
30 miles to the gallon in fuel efficiency, then that same 10-mile trip would take only 12 
minutes to complete and use only 1/3 gallon of gasoline. Using 1/3 of the gasoline for the 
trip would result in 1/3 of the emissions for that trip. Thus, the comment’s conclusion 
that more pollution results from faster-moving cars is incorrect. 

C2-B: This comment about accommodating demand on the backbone corridor of the Bay Area 
and at major intermodal areas concerns the substance of the Transportation 2035 Plan 
itself, not the Draft EIR, which provides environmental review of that plan. This 
comment does not raise environmental issues under CEQA. 

C2-C: Regarding social and economic impacts in the Draft EIR, please see response to comment 
A1-B. Otherwise, this comment concerns the substance of the Transportation 2035 Plan 
itself, not the Draft EIR, which provides environmental review of that plan. This 
comment does not raise environmental issues under CEQA.  

C2-D: This comment about preferred investments concerns the substance of the Transportation 
2035 Plan itself, not the Draft EIR, which provides environmental review of that plan. 
This comment does not raise environmental issues under CEQA.  

C2-E: This comment about funding and operating shortfalls concerns the substance of the 
Transportation 2035 Plan itself, not the Draft EIR, which provides environmental review 
of that plan. This comment does not raise environmental issues under CEQA.  

C2-F: These comments largely concern the substance of the Transportation 2035 Plan itself, not 
the Draft EIR, which provides environmental review of that plan. The comments do not 
raise environmental issues under CEQA. However, the comment makes two claims about 
modeling for the Plan and EIR that MTC would like to address: 1) that MTC’s travel 
forecasting model assumes decreases in auto operating costs, and 2) that the air quality 
modeling assumes cars will become more efficient and “therefore it’s ok to have more and 
more of them.” 

Regarding point number 1), this contention is inaccurate. For purposes of the travel and 
air quality modeling forecasts conducted for the Transportation 2035 Plan, MTC does not 
project or assume a decrease in auto operating costs, but rather a 9.7 percent increase in 
auto operating cost per mile, between 2008 and 2035. This is an increase from 35.3 
cents/mile in 2008 to 38.7 cents per mile by 2035 (in 2008 dollars). See also p. C-16 of 
MTC’s Draft Transportation Air Quality Conformity Analysis for the Transportation 2035 
Plan and 2009 Transportation Improvement Program/Amendment #09-06 for more 
information. This report is available for review at: 

http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/Supplementary/AQCA-
2009TIPAmend_FullDraft_109.pdf 

Regarding point number 2), the modeling does assume cars will become more efficient 
because there is existing state legislation to enforce it, because the California Air 
Resources Board has committed to enforcing it, and because the trend has already begun. 
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The Plan and Draft EIR make no judgment as to whether it is therefore permissible to 
have more and more cars. Rather, assumptions are chosen to best reflect likely conditions 
in the future. For more information about the emissions factor choices for greenhouse gas 
emissions modeling, please see Draft EIR page 2.5-9. 

C2-G: The gas price assumption used by MTC in its travel forecasts is an honest assessment of 
trends based on historical and current gas prices in the Bay Area over a twenty-year time 
period. If the gas price forecast used in this analysis is too low (i.e., the real future gas 
prices end up being higher), then the significant adverse environmental impacts 
identified in the Draft EIR in the issue areas of transportation, air quality, and noise are 
most likely overestimated here. This is because travel by personal automobile is sensitive 
to the price of gas and would likely decrease with increasing price. MTC staff discussed 
this model assumption with the Air Quality Conformity Task Force on June 9, 2008, and 
the Conformity Task Force noted that the assumption appears reasonable in the context 
of when it was produced in spring of 2008, for use in preparing forecasts for the 
Transportation 2035 Plan. See a summary of the meeting notes from the June 18, 2008 
Air Quality Conformity Task Force meeting at: 

http://apps.mtc.ca.gov/meeting_packet_documents/agenda_1184/6-09-
08_summarynotes_2.pdf. 

In January 2009, the California Energy Commission (CEC) published a report titled 
Transportation Fuel Price and Demand Forecasts: Inputs and Methods for the 2009 
Integrated Energy Policy Report which projects year 2030 gasoline prices, ranging from a 
low of $3.34 per gallon to a high of $4.78 per gallon, in 2008 dollars. The current gas price 
forecasts produced by the CEC are substantially lower than the trend-line projection used 
by MTC in production of the Draft EIR. For more information, see the CEC’s report at:  

http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-600-2009-001/CEC-600-2009-
001-SD.PDF 

Regarding the comment about adding a fourth E for “energy”, this comment concerns the 
substance of the Transportation 2035 Plan itself, not the Draft EIR, which provides 
environmental review of that plan. This comment does not raise environmental issues 
under CEQA. 

C2-H: Please see response to comment A1-B which explains that social and economic 
considerations (including cost) are not evaluated in EIRs under CEQA. Please also see 
response to comment B9-B regarding the range of alternatives evaluated for this EIR. The 
follow-up to this comment concerns the substance of the Transportation 2035 Plan itself, 
not the Draft EIR, which provides environmental review of that plan. This comment does 
not raise environmental issues under CEQA. 

C2-I: This comment about next steps for coordinating with local governments on 
implementation concerns the substance of the Transportation 2035 Plan itself, not the 
Draft EIR, which provides environmental review of that plan. This comment does not 
raise environmental issues under CEQA. 
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C2-J: This comment about funding shortfalls and investment choices concerns the substance of 
the Transportation 2035 Plan itself, not the Draft EIR, which provides environmental 
review of that plan. This comment does not raise environmental issues under CEQA. 

C2-K: This comment about wanting to put more people on bikes and transit concerns the 
substance of the Transportation 2035 Plan itself, not the Draft EIR, which provides 
environmental review of that plan. This comment does not raise environmental issues 
under CEQA. 

C2-L: Please see response to comment C2-G regarding model assumptions of the future cost of 
driving. 

C2-M: This comment about the cost of riding transit and putting more funding into transit 
concerns the substance of the Transportation 2035 Plan itself, not the Draft EIR, which 
provides environmental review of that plan. This comment does not raise environmental 
issues under CEQA. 

C2-N: The ability of the Bay Area highway network to accommodate future vehicle use is 
analyzed in Draft EIR Chapter 2.1 (Transportation). Regarding compliance with AB32 
goals, the analysis in Chapter 2.5 shows that greenhouse gas emissions are expected to go 
down in the future due to primarily to legislative action requiring increased fuel 
efficiency. As described on Draft EIR page 2.5-13 and 2.5-14, the Climate Change 
Proposed Scoping Plan developed by the California Air Resources Board and approved 
December 11, 2008 pursuant to AB32 includes Pavley 1 and 2 rules as this EIR does, but 
the role of MPOs such as MTC within this Scoping Plan is primarily related to 
establishing and meeting targets through SB 375. Thus, MTC is working closely with the 
other members of the Joint Policy Committee (JPC) to address the new requirements that 
are clearly defined in SB 375, as reflected in the JPC’s Draft Policies for the Bay Area’s 
Implementation of Senate Bill 375 published January 23, 2009. 

C2-O: This comment about investing more in buses and transit operations and maintenance 
shortfalls concerns the substance of the Transportation 2035 Plan itself, not the Draft 
EIR, which provides environmental review of that plan. This comment does not raise 
environmental issues under CEQA. 

C2-P: Please see response to comment B16-C for more information about MTC’s current 
actions and next steps for regional coordination around SB 375. Please also see response 
to comment A7-A regarding the definition of the No Project Alternative under CEQA. 

C2-Q: This comment about investing in pedestrian transportation concerns the substance of the 
Transportation 2035 Plan itself, not the Draft EIR, which provides environmental review 
of that plan. This comment does not raise environmental issues under CEQA. However, 
please also see response to comment B4-A regarding improving bike and pedestrian 
counts and increasing the influence of this data on regional planning efforts. 
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C3—JANUARY 28 PUBLIC HEARING 

C3-A: This comment about investing in transit rider comfort concerns the substance of the 
Transportation 2035 Plan itself, not the Draft EIR, which provides environmental review 
of that plan. This comment does not raise environmental issues under CEQA. 

C3-B: This comment about blending BART and Caltrain services concerns the substance of the 
Transportation 2035 Plan itself, not the Draft EIR, which provides environmental review 
of that plan. This comment does not raise environmental issues under CEQA. 

C3-C: Please see responses to comments B6-A, B6-B, and B6-C. 

C3-D: Please see response to comment C2-G regarding assumptions about the future cost of 
driving. 

C3-E: Please see response to comment B4-A regarding bicycle and pedestrian counts. 

C3-F: Please see responses to comments B11-B regarding committed funds and B9-B regarding 
the range of alternatives evaluated. 

C3-G: This comment about specific investments concerns the substance of the Transportation 
2035 Plan itself, not the Draft EIR, which provides environmental review of that plan. 
This comment does not raise environmental issues under CEQA. 

C3-H: Please see response to comment C2-A. 

C3-I: This comment about future collaboration to address committed funds concerns the 
substance of the Transportation 2035 Plan itself, and its implementation, not the Draft 
EIR, which provides environmental review of that plan. This comment does not raise 
environmental issues under CEQA. However, in regards to the comment on the No 
Project Alternative, please also see response to comment A7-A. 

C3-J: This comment about BART funding and capital replacement shortfalls concerns the 
substance of the Transportation 2035 Plan itself, not the Draft EIR, which provides 
environmental review of that plan. This comment does not raise environmental issues 
under CEQA. 

C3-K: This comment about specific investment recommendations concerns the substance of the 
Transportation 2035 Plan itself, not the Draft EIR, which provides environmental review 
of that plan. This comment does not raise environmental issues under CEQA. 

C3-L: This comment about including a bike-count program in the Plan concerns the substance 
of the Transportation 2035 Plan itself, not the Draft EIR, which provides environmental 
review of that plan. This comment does not raise environmental issues under CEQA. 
However, please also see response to comment B4-A for more information about the 
relationship between empirical procedures and modeling in Plan development and EIR 
evaluation. 
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C3-M: Please see responses to comments B7-A and B7-B. 

C3-N: Please see response to comment B16-C. 

C3-O: This comment about holding off on a specific investment concerns the substance of the 
Transportation 2035 Plan itself, not the Draft EIR, which provides environmental review 
of that plan. This comment does not raise environmental issues under CEQA. However, 
MTC recognizes the comment’s concern for air quality in West Oakland, and the Draft 
EIR (page 2.2-22) provides five discrete mitigation measures to help address regional 
particulate emissions, including those associated with activity around the Port of 
Oakland. 

C3-P: This question about specific plans for small bus service concerns the substance of the 
Transportation 2035 Plan itself, not the Draft EIR, which provides environmental review 
of that plan. This comment does not raise environmental issues under CEQA. 
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Appendix A: 
Findings and Facts in Support of Findings 

INTRODUCTION 

ROLE OF THE FINDINGS 

The following findings are hereby adopted by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
(MTC) pursuant to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act, California 
Public Resources Sections 21000 et seq., ("CEQA"), and the Guidelines for Implementation of 
CEQA, Title 14, California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq. (the "CEQA Guidelines”). 

These Findings and Facts in Support of Findings relate to the approval of the Transportation 
2035 Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area (the “Plan” or “project”). MTC is the Lead Agency for 
the project. 

The Findings state MTC’s conclusions regarding the significance of the potential environmental 
impacts of the Transportation 2035 Plan after all feasible mitigation measures have been adopted. 
These findings have been prepared to comply with the requirements of CEQA and the CEQA 
Guidelines and are based on information in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) for the project and on all other relevant information contained in the administrative record 
for the Project. 

CEQA requires agencies to identify mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen 
a project’s significant impacts or potential significant impacts if such measures are feasible. The 
mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR mitigate the potential significant impacts of the 
Plan, to the extent feasible, as described in the Final EIR. All mitigation measures identified in the 
Final EIR (as listed in Table ES-1 of the Draft EIR) that are within MTC’s authority to impose are 
hereby adopted by MTC. For project-level mitigation measures that are applicable to individual 
projects envisioned under the Transportation 2035 Plan, project sponsors are required to conduct 
environmental assessment in accordance with CEQA and/or NEPA since these individual 
projects have not been fully designed and analyzed yet. MTC will ensure implementation of these 
measures by coordinating with project sponsors. Monitoring of these mitigation measures will 
occur, as described in the Mitigation Monitoring Program (Appendix C). 

By adopting the mitigation measures listed in the EIR and establishing a Mitigation Monitoring 
Program to ensure implementation of these mitigation measures, MTC will ensure that the cor-
responding significant impacts are avoided or reduced to the maximum extent feasible. Specific 
development projects that have the potential for significant impacts will be subject to separate 
CEQA and/or NEPA review, including consideration of project-specific mitigation measures.  

Project sponsors will be required to adopt feasible mitigation measures for significant impacts 
that are identified in subsequent project-level environmental review documents and must prepare 
and adopt individual mitigation monitoring programs to comply with these measures. Subse-
quent environmental review for specific projects identified in the Plan may tier off the program-
matic analysis or incorporate information and analysis from this analysis by reference (CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15150, 15152, and 15168). In order to tier off the program EIR for the Plan, 
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however, the project-specific EIR must incorporate the mitigation measures set forth therein 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, subd. (c)(3)). This consistency requirement will help to ensure 
that project sponsors will adopt and implement the recommended mitigation measures. 

The Statement of Overriding Considerations, included in Appendix B of this document, explains 
MTC's reasons for approving the Transportation 2035 Plan, despite the fact that the Transporta-
tion 2035 Plan will have significant impacts on the environment. 

CEQA REQUIREMENTS 

The EIR identifies significant effects on the environment, which may occur as a result of the 
projects in the Transportation 2035 Plan. 

Public Resources Code Section 21002 provides that “public agencies should not approve projects 
as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which 
would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects[.]” (Emphasis 
added.) The same statute states that the procedures required by CEQA “are intended to assist 
public agencies in systematically identifying both the significant effects of proposed projects and 
the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially lessen 
such significant effects.” (Emphasis added.) Section 21002 goes on to state that “in the event 
[that] specific economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible such project alternatives or 
such mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved in spite of one or more significant 
effects thereof.” (Pub. Resources Code, Section 21002.) 

The mandate and principles announced in Public Resources Code Section 21002 are imple-
mented, in part, through the requirement that agencies must adopt findings before approving 
projects for which EIRs are required. (See Pub. Resources Code, Section 21081, subd. (a); CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15091, subd. (a).) Specifically, Section 15091, subdivision (a) of the CEQA 
Guidelines provide as follows: 

(a) No public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an EIR has been com-
pleted which identifies one or more significant environmental effects of the project unless the 
public agency makes one or more written findings for each of those significant effects, accompa-
nied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding. The findings are:  

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the 
EIR. 

This finding shall be referred to as “Finding (1).” 

2. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another 
public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been 
adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency. 

This finding shall be referred to as “Finding (2).” 
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3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including pro-
vision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers make infeasible the 
mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in Final EIR. 

This finding shall be referred to as “Finding (3).” 

Thus, for each significant environmental effect identified in an EIR for a proposed project, the 
approving agency must issue a written finding reaching one or more of the three permissible con-
clusions described above. 

CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives, where feasible, to 
substantially lessen or avoid significant environmental impacts that would otherwise occur. 
Project modifications or alternatives are not required, however, where such changes are infeasible 
or where the responsibility for modifying the project lies with some other agency. (CEQA Guide-
lines, Section 15091, subd. (a),(b).) 

Public Resources Code Section 21061.1 defines “feasible” to mean “capable of being accomplished 
in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, envi-
ronmental, social and technological factors.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15364 adds another fac-
tor: “legal” considerations. (See also Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (Goleta II) 
(1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 565 (concluding, whether project applicant owned alternative site for 
project was an appropriate legal and economic factor to consider)) Moreover, judicial decisions 
have held “desirability” is also an appropriate consideration. (City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego 
(1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 410, 417 (“feasibility” also encompasses desirability to the extent that desi-
rability is based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social and 
technological factors and whether a particular alternative or mitigation measure promotes the 
underlying goals and objectives of a project); see also Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of 
Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 715 (same)) 

With respect to a project for which significant impacts are not avoided or substantially lessened, a 
public agency, after adopting proper findings, may nevertheless approve the project if the agency 
first adopts a statement of overriding considerations setting forth the specific reasons why the 
agency found that the project’s “benefits” rendered “acceptable” its “unavoidable adverse envi-
ronmental effects.” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093, 15043, subd. (b); see also Pub. Resources 
Code, Section 21081, subd. (b).) The California Supreme Court has stated, “[t]he wisdom of ap-
proving... any development project, a delicate task which requires a balancing of interests, is nec-
essarily left to the sound discretion of the local officials and their constituents who are responsible 
for such decisions. The law as we interpret and apply it simply requires that those decisions be 
informed, and therefore balanced.” (Goleta II, 52 Cal.3d at p. 576.)  

The CEQA Guidelines do not define the difference between “avoiding” a significant environmen-
tal effect and merely “substantially lessening” such an effect. MTC must therefore glean the 
meaning of these terms from the other contexts in which the terms are used. Public Resources 
Code Section 21081, on which CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 is based, uses the term “mitigate” 
rather than “substantially lessen.” The CEQA Guidelines therefore equate “mitigating” with “sub-
stantially lessening.” Such an understanding of the statutory term is consistent with the policies 
underlying CEQA, which include the policy that “public agencies should not approve projects as 
proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 
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substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects.” (Pub. Resources Code, 
Section 21002.) 

For purposes of these findings, the term “avoid” refers to the effectiveness of one or more mitiga-
tion measures to reduce an otherwise significant effect to a less than significant level. In contrast, 
the term “substantially lessen” refers to the effectiveness of such measure or measures to substan-
tially reduce the severity of a significant effect, but not to reduce that effect to a less than signifi-
cant level. These interpretations appear to be mandated by the holding in Laurel Hills Homeown-
ers Association v. City Council (1978) 83 Cal.App.3d 515, 519-521, in which the Court of Appeal 
held that an agency had satisfied its obligation to substantially lessen or avoid significant effects 
by adopting numerous mitigation measures, not all of which rendered the significant impacts in 
question less than significant. 

Although CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 requires only that approving agencies specify that a 
particular significant effect is “avoid[ed] or substantially lessen[ed],” these findings, for purposes 
of clarity, in each case will specify whether the effect in question has been reduced to a less than 
significant level, or has simply been substantially lessened but remains potentially significant. 
Moreover, although Section 15091, read literally, does not require findings to address environ-
mental effects that an EIR identifies as merely “potentially significant,” these findings will never-
theless fully account for all such effects identified in the Final EIR. 

These findings constitute MTC’s best efforts to set forth the evidentiary and policy bases for its 
decision to approve the Project in a manner consistent with the requirements of CEQA. To the 
extent that these findings conclude that various proposed mitigation measures outlined in the 
Final EIR are feasible, within its responsibility and jurisdiction, and have not been modified, su-
perseded or withdrawn, MTC hereby binds itself to implement these measures. These findings, in 
other words, are not merely informational, but rather constitute a binding set of obligations that 
will come into effect when the MTC adopts a resolution approving the Project.  As such the miti-
gation measures adopted by MTC satisfy the requirements of CEQA.  

The Facts in Support of Findings in the following sections state MTC’s reasons for making each 
finding and the rationale connecting the evidence to MTC’s conclusions. All records and mate-
rials constituting the record of the proceedings upon which these findings are made are located at 
the offices of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 101 Eighth Street, Oakland, Califor-
nia, 94607. 

SCOPE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

This program EIR analyzes the potential significant adverse effects of the adoption and imple-
mentation of the Transportation 2035 Plan. This assessment, in compliance with CEQA, is de-
signed to inform decision-makers, other responsible agencies and the general public of the envi-
ronmental consequences of the proposed project. CEQA provides that a program EIR should fo-
cus on the secondary effects that can be expected to follow its adoption, but need not be as de-
tailed as an EIR on the specific construction projects that might follow. In accordance with 
CEQA, the Transportation 2035 Plan EIR identifies regional effects of the implementation of 
projects, which could follow adoption of the Transportation 2035 Plan. The Transportation 2035 
Plan represents MTC’s transportation policy and action statement as to how to approach the re-
gion’s transportation needs over the next 25 years. The Transportation 2035 Plan’s assessment of 
future travel activity and use of the transportation system are based on the most recent land use 
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assumptions and growth projections of the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) that 
were available at the time of the EIR preparation (Projections 2007). 

ORGANIZATION OF THIS APPENDIX 

This Appendix identifies the findings and facts in support of findings for each potentially signifi-
cant impact in the order they appear in the Draft EIR. Next, it summarizes the alternatives dis-
cussed in the EIR and makes findings with respect to their feasibility and whether the alternatives 
would lessen the significant environmental effects of the project. This Appendix concludes with a 
finding on the independent review and analysis of the EIR. 

IMPACT FINDINGS AND FACTS IN SUPPORT OF FINDINGS 

The following subsections list each significant or potentially significant environmental impact by 
issue area in the order they appear in the Draft EIR, the mitigation measures identified for each 
impact in the EIR, the CEQA finding or findings applied by MTC as described above, and the 
facts in support of each finding. 

MTC has determined that the adoption of feasible mitigation measures, alternatives, and propos-
als incorporated into the Transportation 2035 Plan will reduce all of the following impacts to 
some extent, but for some not to a level that is deemed “less than significant.” The Statement of 
Overriding Considerations set forth in Appendix B of this document contains additional infor-
mation explaining the reasons for MTC’s decision to approve the project despite potentially sig-
nificant environmental effects that MTC cannot mitigate to less-than-significant levels, and is 
hereby incorporated by reference. 

TRANSPORTATION 

Cumulative Impact 

2.1-2 Vehicle miles traveled at Level of Service F would increase for both freeways and ex-
pressways and arterial facilities when compared to existing conditions. (Draft EIR p. 2.1-19) 

Mitigation Measures 

2.1(a) MTC, ABAG, BCDC and BAAQMD—as represented through the Joint Policy Committee 
(JPC) which coordinates the regional planning efforts of the four agencies—shall work to leverage 
existing funds (including the $2.2 billion in funds committed in the proposed Transportation 
2035 Plan for the Transportation for Livable Communities Program) and seek additional funds to 
provide financial incentives to local governments that volunteered to designate their communi-
ties as Priority Development Areas (PDAs) through the FOCUS program and commit to build 
higher density residential and mixed use development near transit. 

2.1(b) MTC, in partnership with ABAG, BCDC, BAAQMD, local governments, and employers 
who would like to participate, will seek opportunities to conduct research on and promote value 
pricing of parking and other innovative parking strategies, for example: 

• Employer parking “cash out” programs, which allow employees to forego a parking spot in 
favor of cash or a subsidized transit pass; 
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• Residential parking “opt-out” programs, which reduce city parking requirements in favor of 
developer funded cash to residents and/or transit passes, carshare membership, bicycle ren-
tals, or alternative modes; 

• Local parking self-financing programs, which price parking to fund transit passes, alternative 
modes, and/or provide cash directly to workers and residents; 

• “Green certification” of local parking policy regulations aimed at reducing vehicle miles tra-
veled; and 

• Technical assistance programs to remove barriers that prevent local governments from im-
plementing parking pricing programs. 

2.1(c) MTC shall advocate to State and federal legislators for new incentive funding for local gov-
ernments to take steps to encourage higher density and mixed use developments near transit, in-
cluding strategies such as (a) revising land use plans and zoning codes to remove barriers that 
may prevent such development; or (b) providing incentives to developers through density bonus-
es or expedited development review.  

Impact Conclusion 

The overall cumulative impact will remain significant and unavoidable after the incorporation of 
feasible mitigation. The project’s contribution, however, is not cumulatively considerable. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project, that avoid or sub-
stantially lessen the project’s contribution to the overall significant cumulative impact (Finding 
(1)). The identified mitigation measures are partially within the responsibility and jurisdiction of 
MTC and partially within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies: those agen-
cies can and should adopt the recommended measures (Finding (2)). Because the Plan’s incre-
mental contribution to the cumulatively significant impact is not cumulatively considerable, these 
changes were not required under CEQA, but were provided as a supplemental good faith effort to 
reduce the overall significant cumulative impact. 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. Cumulative population growth and development, regardless of the proposed Project, will 
occur in the region and will result in a substantial contribution to the identified cumula-
tive impact (Draft EIR, p. 2.1-10, and Chapter 2.12: Growth-inducing Impacts). Imple-
mentation of the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan itself will not result in a considera-
ble contribution to this cumulative impact because the comparison between the proposed 
project and the No Project alternative future condition (Draft EIR, p.2.1-20) shows a 
dramatic decrease (41 percent) in vehicle miles traveled at LOS F for the proposed 
Project. This suggests that under the future condition without the proposed Project, 
roadway performance and congestion would be much worse than if the proposed Project 
were implemented. The Project’s contribution to the cumulative effect is thus beneficial, 
rather than detrimental. 

B. Because the Plan’s contribution to the cumulative impact is not considerable, the mitiga-
tion measures provided were not required according to the EIR analysis, but rather pro-
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vided as a supplementary good faith effort to further reduce the overall cumulative im-
pact. (Draft EIR, p. 2.1-20) 

C. Proposed mitigation measures, along with conformity with existing federal, State, and lo-
cal regulations, are expected to reduce the overall cumulative effect, as well as the Plan’s 
contribution to the overall cumulative effect, by providing incentives to travel by modes 
other than automobile, and potentially providing funding for local governments to create 
further incentives. 

D. As the transportation planning, coordinating, and financing agency for the nine-county 
San Francisco Bay Area, MTC functions as both the regional transportation planning 
agency—a state designation—and, for federal purposes, as the region's metropolitan 
planning organization (MPO). As such, it is responsible for regularly updating the Re-
gional Transportation Plan, and for screening requests from local agencies for state and 
federal grants for transportation projects to determine their compatibility with the plan. 
The proposed mitigation measures are within MTC’s authority and regional planning 
role, and capitalize on the coordination already underway through the Joint Policy Com-
mittee (which is comprised of board members from MTC, ABAG, Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District, and Bay Conservation and Development Commission). 

E. In accordance with the Mitigation Monitoring Program, MTC will ensure implementa-
tion of program-level mitigation measures that help to reduce the identified cumulative 
environmental impact. 

AIR QUALITY 

Impact 

2.2-1 Construction-related emissions of criteria pollutants could increase due to the con-
struction of projects in the proposed Project. (Draft EIR p. 2.2-17) 

Mitigation Measures 

2.2(a) As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual 
project pursuant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall 
consider adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively consi-
derable environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status 
reports of compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. Mi-
tigation measures to reduce construction-related air quality impacts that shall be considered by 
project sponsors and decision-makers may include, but are not limited to, those described below. 

Typical mitigation measures that can be considered by project sponsors include: 

• Apply water or dust suppressants to exposed earth surfaces to control emissions at least twice 
daily; 

• All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials off-site shall be covered or wetted 
or shall maintain at least two feet of freeboard (i.e. minimum vertical distance between the 
top of the load and the top of the trailer); 

• All excavating and grading activities shall cease during periods of high winds; 
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• All construction roads that have high traffic volumes, shall be surfaced with base material or 
decomposed granite, or shall be paved or otherwise be stabilized; 

• Public streets shall be cleaned, swept or scraped at frequent intervals or at least three times a 
week or once a day if visible soil material has been carried onto adjacent public roads (no me-
chanical “dry” sweeping shall be allowed); 

• Construction equipment shall be visually inspected prior to leaving the site and loose direct 
dirt shall be washed off with wheel washers as necessary; 

• Paving or water or non-toxic soil stabilizers shall be applied as needed to reduce off-site 
transport of fugitive dust from all unpaved access roads, parking and staging areas and other 
unpaved surfaces; 

• Traffic speeds on all unpaved surfaces shall not exceed 15 mph; 

• Low sulfur or other alternative fuels shall be used in construction equipment where feasible; 

• Idling time of construction vehicles and equipment shall not exceed five (5) minutes; 

• Construction vehicles shall be properly maintained and tuned; 

• Deliveries related to construction activities that affect traffic flow shall be scheduled during 
off-peak hours (e.g., 10:00 A.M. and 3:00 P.M.) and coordinated to achieve consolidated truck 
trips. When the movement of construction materials and/or equipment impacts traffic flow, 
temporary traffic control shall be provided to improve traffic flow (e.g., flag person); 

• To the extent possible, construction activity shall utilize electricity from power poles rather 
than temporary diesel power generators and/or gasoline power generators; 

• Hydroseed or apply non-toxic soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas; 

• Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt run-off to public roadways; 

• Install wind breaks, or plant trees/vegetative wind breaks at windward side(s) of construction 
areas; 

• Maintain on-site truck loading zones; 

• Configure on-site construction parking to minimize traffic interference and to ensure emer-
gency vehicle access; 

• Provide temporary traffic control during all phases of construction activities to improve traf-
fic flow; 

• During construction, replace ground cover in disturbed areas as quickly as possible; 

• During the period of construction, install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit un-
paved roads onto paved roads, or wash off trucks and any equipment leaving the site each 
trip; 

• Employ a balanced cut/fill ration on construction sites, thus reducing haul truck trip emis-
sions; 

• Construction sites/site operator shall comply with Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
Regulation 6, Rule 1- Particulate Matter; 

• Use an emissions calculator in the planning of every construction project that uses the pro-
posed equipment fleet and hours of use to project reactive organic gases, nitrogen oxides, par-
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ticulate matter, and carbon dioxide emissions, then quantify the reductions achievable 
through the use of cleaner/newer equipment; and 

• All off-road construction vehicles must be alternative fuel vehicles, or diesel-powered vehicles 
with the most recent CARB-certified tier or better engines or retrofitted/repowered to meet 
equivalent emissions standards. 

Impact Conclusion 

Because the program-level review for the Plan cannot determine the feasibility and efficacy of the 
mitigation measures for specific projects, the impact may remain significant and unavoidable af-
ter implementing feasible mitigation measures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that reduce the 
impact to less than significant (Finding (1)). The identified mitigation measures are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not MTC, and those agencies can and 
should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers 
make infeasible further mitigation (Finding (3)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into the project environmental review documents. 

B. The recommended mitigation measures would be effective in reducing the impacts iden-
tified at the program level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the require-
ments of these recommended measures will have to be adopted and implemented by 
project sponsors for impacts identified during the environmental evaluation of individual 
projects, particularly as they relate to details about the project location. This future 
project-level environmental review will determine whether impacts can be mitigated to a 
less-than-significant level. In order for project-level environmental review to tier off the 
program EIR for the Plan, however, it must incorporate the mitigation measures set forth 
therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR by 
project sponsors in preparing environmental documents for specific projects will help en-
sure that project-specific mitigation measures will be implemented. 

C. The nature of the program-level evaluation of impacts is such that not enough is known 
about the specific project-level conditions to determine if the proposed mitigation meas-
ures will in fact be feasible and effective. Social, economic, legal, and technological condi-
tions related to the ultimate design of individual projects will be factors in the feasibility 
of proposed mitigation measures at the project level. In particular, because the location 
and duration of specific construction projects is still unknown, and yet localized con-
struction-related air quality impacts are potentially disruptive and unpleasant for house-
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holds, businesses, and even communities, this analysis cannot be sure of the ultimate ef-
fectiveness of the proposed mitigation measures. 

Cumulative Impact 

2.2-3 Implementation of Transportation 2035 Plan projects, combined with projected re-
gional growth, would result in increased emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 over existing condi-
tions. (Draft EIR, p. 2.2-21) 

Mitigation Measures 

2.2(b) MTC and BAAQMD, in partnership with ARB and other partners who would like to par-
ticipate, shall work to leverage existing air quality and transportation funds and seek additional 
funds to continue to implement the BAAQMD’s Lower-Emission School Bus Program (LESBP) 
to retrofit older diesel school buses with emission control devices and replace older school buses 
with lower-emission school buses, and to develop and implement other similar programs aimed 
at retrofits and replacements of heavy duty fleet vehicles. 

2.2(c) MTC and BAAQMD, in partnership with the Port of Oakland, ARB, and other partners 
who would like to participate, shall work together to identify, prioritize and implement actions 
beyond those identified in the Statewide Goods Movement Emission Reduction Plan to reduce 
diesel PM and other air emissions. 

2.2(d) MTC and BAAQMD, in partnership with the Port of Oakland, ARB, and other partners 
who would like to participate, shall work together to secure incentive funding that may be availa-
ble through the Carl Moyer Memorial Air Quality Standards Attainment Program to reduce port-
related emissions. 

2.2(e) MTC and BAAQMD, in partnership with the Port of Oakland, ARB, and other partners 
who would like to participate, shall work together to secure Proposition 1B Goods Movement 
Emission Reduction Program funds to invest in Bay Area related programs. These funds directly 
support early and accelerated diesel PM reduction programs and can help ease the transition into 
compliance with adopted and proposed ARB regulations. 

2.2(f) MTC and BAAQMD, in partnership with the Port of Oakland, ARB, and other partners 
who would like to participate, shall work together to develop and seek resources for the San Fran-
cisco Bay Area Green Ports Initiative, which is a program to reduce air pollution from trucks, 
ships and other equipment associated with Bay Area port operations. 

Impact Conclusion 

The overall cumulative impact will remain significant and unavoidable after MTC’s incorpora-
tion of feasible mitigation. The project’s contribution, however, is not cumulatively considerable. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project, that avoid or sub-
stantially lessen the project’s contribution to the overall significant cumulative impact (Finding 
(1)). The identified mitigation measures are partially within the responsibility and jurisdiction of 
MTC and partially within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies: those agen-
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cies can and should adopt the recommended measures (Finding (2)). Because the Plan’s incre-
mental contribution to the cumulatively significant impact is not cumulatively considerable, these 
changes were not required under CEQA, but were provided as supplemental good faith effort to 
reduce the overall significant cumulative impact. 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. Cumulative population growth and development, regardless of the proposed Project, will 
occur in the region and will result in a substantial contribution to the identified cumula-
tive impact. Implementation of the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan itself will not re-
sult in a considerable contribution to this cumulative impact because the comparison of 
the proposed Project with the No Project future alternative shows that under the pro-
posed Project future emissions of particulate matter decrease. This suggests that the in-
crease in particulate matter emissions from existing to future conditions is a result of ex-
pected growth in vehicle miles traveled as a result of overall regional population and em-
ployment growth, which would occur with or without the Plan. 

B. Existing regulatory efforts at the State level have proven effective in reducing emissions 
per vehicle mile (Draft EIR, p. 2.2-21 cites stringent emissions controls for new diesel en-
gines). The proposed mitigation measures will be effective because they are designed to 
enhance the effectiveness of existing regulations, and to facilitate the swifter adoption of 
better technologies for reducing emissions. 

C. These proposed mitigation measures, along with conformity with existing federal, State, 
and local regulations, are expected to reduce the overall cumulative effect, as well as the 
Plan’s contribution to the overall cumulative effect. 

D. As the transportation planning, coordinating, and financing agency for the nine-county 
San Francisco Bay Area, MTC functions as both the regional transportation planning 
agency—a state designation—and, for federal purposes, as the region's metropolitan 
planning organization (MPO). As such, it is responsible for regularly updating the Re-
gional Transportation Plan and for screening requests from local agencies for state and 
federal grants for transportation projects to determine their compatibility with the plan. 
The proposed mitigation measures are within MTC’s authority and regional planning 
role, and capitalize on the coordination already underway through the Joint Policy Com-
mittee (which is comprised of board members from MTC, ABAG, Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District, and Bay Conservation and Development Commission). 

E. In accordance with the Mitigation Monitoring Program, MTC will ensure implementa-
tion of program-level mitigation measures that are within its responsibility and jurisdic-
tion and will encourage project sponsors to implement the recommended mitigation 
measures that help to reduce the identified cumulative environmental impact. 

LAND USE 

Impact 

2.3-1 Implementation of the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan could convert farmland, 
including prime agricultural land designated by the State of California, to transportation use. 
(Draft EIR, p. 2.3-27) 
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Mitigation Measures 

2.3(a) As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual 
project pursuant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall 
consider adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively consi-
derable environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status 
reports of compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. Mi-
tigation measures to reduce impacts on farmlands that shall be considered by project sponsors 
and decision-makers may include, but are not limited to, those described below. 

• Corridor realignment, where feasible, to avoid farmland, especially Prime Farmland; 

• Conservation easements on land at least equal in quality and size as partial compensation for 
the direct loss of agricultural land; 

• Abiding by the proper notification provisions of the Williamson Act when it appears that 
land enrolled in a Williamson Act contract may be required for a public use, is acquired, the 
original transportation improvement for the acquisition is changed, or the land acquired is 
not used for the improvement; 

• If a Williamson Act contract is terminated, the Department of Conservation recommends a 
ratio greater than 1:1 of land equal in quality be set aside in a conservation easement; 

• Instituting new protection of farmland in the project area or elsewhere in the County through 
the use of less than permanent long-term restrictions on use, such as 20-year Farmland Secu-
rity Zone contracts (Government Code Section 51296 et seq.) or 10-year Williamson Act con-
tracts (Government Code Section 51200 et seq.); 

• Mitigation fees that support the commercial viability of the remaining agricultural land in the 
project area, County, or region through a mitigation bank that invests in agricultural infra-
structure, water supplies, marketing, etc; 

• Minimize severance of agricultural land by constructing underpasses and overpasses at rea-
sonable intervals to provide property access; 

• Agricultural enhancement investments such as supporting farmer education on organic and 
sustainable practices, assisting with organic soil amendments for improved production, and 
upgrading irrigation systems for water conservation; 

• Berms, buffer zones, setbacks, and fencing to reduce use conflicts between transportation fa-
cilities and farming uses and to protect the functions of farmland; and 

• Other conservation tools available from the California Department of Conservation’s Divi-
sion of Land Resource Protection. 

Impact Conclusion 

Because the program-level review for the Plan cannot determine the feasibility and efficacy of the 
mitigation measures for specific projects, the impact may remain significant and unavoidable af-
ter implementing feasible mitigation measures. 
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Findings 

The identified mitigation measures are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public 
agencies, and not MTC, and those agencies can and should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). 
Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations make infeasible further 
mitigation measures that would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level (Finding (3)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. The potential conversion of farmland is a conservative estimate. The EIR land use analy-
sis took a “worst case” approach (Draft EIR, page 2.3-25), meaning that it assumed that 
farmland would be converted to transportation uses within a substantial swath along 
proposed transportation projects. In doing so, the severity of the potential impacts may 
be overstated. 

B. Due to the programmatic level of analysis in the EIR and lack of project-specific plans, it 
is not possible to define the exact extent of potential impact, so it is not possible to ascer-
tain with certainty whether the identified mitigation measures for these impacts will re-
duce impacts to levels considered “not significant.” However, it is likely that, with proper 
design and planning, many of the identified impacts can be avoided or minimized. 

C. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into the project environmental review documents. 

D. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about the project location. This future project-level environmental review will 
determine whether impacts can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. In order for 
project-level environmental review to tier off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it 
must incorporate the mitigation measures set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR by project sponsors in preparing environ-
mental documents for specific projects will help ensure that project-specific mitigation 
measures will be implemented.  

E. The nature of the program-level evaluation of impacts is such that not enough is known 
about the specific project-level conditions to determine if the proposed mitigation meas-
ures will in fact be feasible and effective. Social, economic, legal, and technological condi-
tions related to the ultimate design of individual projects will be factors in the feasibility 
of proposed mitigation measures at the project level. In particular, because the location of 
specific construction projects in relation to Prime and Important farmlands is still un-
known, this analysis cannot be sure of the ultimate effectiveness of the proposed mitiga-
tion measures. 
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Impact 

2.3-2 Implementation of the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan could disrupt or displace 
existing land uses, neighborhoods, and communities in the short term. (Draft EIR, p. 2.3-31) 

Mitigation Measures 

2.3(b) As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual 
project pursuant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall 
consider adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively consi-
derable environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status 
reports of compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. Mi-
tigation measures to reduce short-term (often construction-related) disruption or displacement 
of existing land uses, specifically residential, commercial, or urban open space impacts that shall 
be considered by project sponsors and decision-makers may include, but are not limited to, those 
described below. 

• Berms and fencing to reduce conflicts between transportation facilities and existing uses. 

• Regulate construction operations on existing facilities to minimize traffic disruptions and de-
tours, and to maintain safe traffic operations. 

• Ensure construction operations are limited to regular business hours where feasible. 

• Control construction dust and noise. 

• Control erosion and sediment transport in stormwater runoff from construction sites. 

Additional recommended mitigation measures are listed under the short-term construction-
related impact in Chapter 2.2: Air Quality, and are included here by reference. The extent of this 
impact will depend on the final design and the phasing of implementation. (Draft EIR, p. 2.3-34) 

Impact Conclusion 

Because the program-level review for the Plan cannot determine the feasibility and efficacy of the 
mitigation measures for specific projects, the impact may remain significant and unavoidable af-
ter implementing feasible mitigation measures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that may reduce 
the impact to a level that is less than significant (Finding (1)). The identified mitigation measures 
are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not MTC, and those 
agencies can and should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). Specific economic, legal, social, tech-
nological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers make infeasible further mitigation that would reduce the impact to a less than 
significant level (Finding (3)). 
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Facts in Support of Findings 

A. The potential land use disturbances are conservative estimates. The EIR land use analysis 
took a “worst case” approach (Draft EIR, page 2.3-25), meaning that it assumed that land 
uses within a substantial swath along proposed transportation projects may be impacted. 
In doing so, the severity of the potential impacts may be overstated. 

B. Due to the programmatic level of analysis in the EIR and lack of project-specific plans, it 
is not possible to define the exact extent of potential impact, so it is not possible to ascer-
tain with certainty whether the identified recommended mitigation measures for these 
impacts will reduce impacts to levels considered “not significant.” However, it is likely 
that, with proper design and planning, many of the identified impacts can be avoided or 
minimized. 

C. The recommended mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be consi-
dered for each individual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transpor-
tation 2035 Plan. Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies 
on the efforts of other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be 
responsible for complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. 
MTC will use the Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitiga-
tion measures are incorporated into the project environmental review documents and 
will encourage project sponsors to implement the recommended mitigation measures 
that help to reduce the identified environmental impact. 

D. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about the project location. This future project-level environmental review will 
determine whether impacts can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. In order for 
project-level environmental review to tier off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it 
must incorporate the mitigation measures set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR by project sponsors in preparing environ-
mental documents of specific projects will help ensure that project-specific mitigation 
measures will be implemented. 

E. The nature of the program-level evaluation of impacts is such that not enough is known 
about the specific project-level conditions to determine if the proposed mitigation meas-
ures will in fact be feasible and effective. Social, economic, legal, and technological condi-
tions related to the ultimate design of individual projects will be factors in the feasibility 
of proposed mitigation measures at the project level. In particular, because the location 
and duration of specific construction projects is still unknown, and yet localized project 
construction-related impacts are potentially disruptive for households, businesses, and 
even communities, this analysis cannot be sure of the ultimate effectiveness of the pro-
posed mitigation measures. 

Impact 

2.3-3 Transportation improvements in the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan have the 
potential to cause long-term community disruption. (Draft EIR, p. 2.3-34) 
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Mitigation Measures 

2.3(c) As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual 
project pursuant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall 
consider adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively consi-
derable environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status 
reports of compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. Mi-
tigation measures to reduce long-term disruption or displacement of existing communities that 
shall be considered by project sponsors and decision-makers may include, but are not limited to, 
those described below. 

• Berms and fencing to reduce conflicts between transportation facilities and existing uses; 

• Pedestrian and bike connectors across widened sections of roadway; 

• Sidewalk, signal, and signage treatments to improve the pedestrian connectivity across wi-
dened sections of roadway; 

• Corridor realignment, where feasible, to avoid land use disruption; and 

• Buffer zones and setbacks to protect the continuity of land uses. 

2.3(d) Through regional programs such as the Transportation for Livable Communities Pro-
gram, Regional Bicycle Program, etc., MTC shall continue to support locally sponsored traffic 
calming and alternative transportation initiatives, such as paths, trails, overcrossings, bicycle 
plans, and the like that foster improved neighborhoods and community connections. 

Impact Conclusion 

This impact is potentially significant, but can be reduced to a level that is less than significant 
with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that reduce the 
impact to a level that is less than significant (Finding (1)). The identified mitigation measures are 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not MTC, and those agen-
cies can and should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. As the transportation planning, coordinating, and financing agency for the nine-county 
San Francisco Bay Area, MTC functions as both the regional transportation planning 
agency—a state designation—and, for federal purposes, as the region's metropolitan 
planning organization (MPO). As such, it is responsible for regularly updating the Re-
gional Transportation Plan and for screening requests from local agencies for state and 
federal grants for transportation projects to determine their compatibility with the plan. 
Proposed mitigation measure 2.3(d) is within MTC’s regional planning role and capitaliz-
es on the coordination already underway through the Joint Policy Committee (which is 
comprised of board members from MTC, ABAG, Bay Area Air Quality Management Dis-
trict, and Bay Conservation and Development Commission). In accordance with the Mi-
tigation Monitoring Program, MTC will ensure implementation of this program-level mi-
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tigation measure that reduces the identified environmental impact. This mitigation 
measure will reduce the potential for long-term community disruption because it will in-
crease the connectivity of and between neighborhoods and will ensure that this connec-
tive infrastructure is a part of the design process for larger, potentially disruptive, trans-
portation projects. 

B. Mitigation measure 2.3(c) addresses site-specific factors that must be considered for each 
individual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 
Plan. Therefore, implementation of this mitigation measure relies on the efforts of other 
agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for comply-
ing with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the Mitiga-
tion Monitoring Program to help to ensure that the proposed mitigation measures are in-
corporated into the project environmental review documents. 

C. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about the project location. In order for project-level environmental review to 
tier off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it must incorporate the mitigation meas-
ures set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this 
EIR by project sponsors in preparing environmental documents of specific projects will 
help ensure that project-specific mitigation measures will be implemented. With imple-
mentation of these measures, the impact will be reduced to a level that is less than signifi-
cant. 

Cumulative Impact 

2.3-5 Concurrent implementation of the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan and forecast 
development would result in cumulatively considerable conversion of prime and important 
farmlands to urban use throughout the Bay Area. (Draft EIR, p. 2.3-37) 

Mitigation Measures 

MTC has no land use authority and cannot directly affect the pattern of future land uses. Howev-
er, in addition to mitigation measures 2.3(a) through 2.3(d), it can strive to implement the follow-
ing measure to reduce transportation impacts on Prime and Important farmland. 

2.3(e) MTC, in partnership with regional agencies such as ABAG, through its ongoing represen-
tation on the Joint Policy Committee (whose efforts already include Draft Policies for the Bay 
Area's Implementation of Senate Bill 375, published January 23, 2009), and in cooperation with 
local governments and advocacy groups such as Greenbelt Alliance and TransForm (formerly 
TALC), shall pursue the enhanced coordination of local land use planning with transportation 
investments in the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan, consistent with the requirements and 
goals of SB 375. As a part of that effort, MTC shall continue to participate in, support, and pro-
mote the multi-agency FOCUS project, which is intended to coordinate regional growth efforts to 
use land more efficiently, optimize transportation and other infrastructure investments in exist-
ing communities that focus new development near existing transit, preserve open space, etc. 
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Impact Conclusion 

The overall cumulative impact will remain significant and unavoidable after the incorporation of 
feasible mitigation. The project’s contribution will also remain cumulatively considerable. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that will reduce 
the significance of the impact (Finding (1)). The identified mitigation measures are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not MTC, and those agencies can and 
should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers 
make further mitigation measures infeasible (Finding (3)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. Cumulative population growth and development, regardless of the proposed Project, will 
occur in the region and will result in a substantial contribution to the identified cumula-
tive impact. 

B. The proposed mitigation measures, along with conformity with existing federal, State, 
and local regulations, could be expected to reduce the overall cumulative effect, as well as 
the Plan’s contribution to the overall cumulative effect. 

C. As the transportation planning, coordinating, and financing agency for the nine-county 
San Francisco Bay Area, MTC functions as both the regional transportation planning 
agency—a state designation—and, for federal purposes, as the region's metropolitan 
planning organization (MPO). As such, it is responsible for regularly updating the Re-
gional Transportation Plan and for screening requests from local agencies for state and 
federal grants for transportation projects to determine their compatibility with the plan. 
Proposed mitigation measure 2.3(e) is within MTC’s regional planning role and capitaliz-
es on the coordination already underway through the Joint Policy Committee (which is 
comprised of board members from MTC, ABAG, Bay Area Air Quality Management Dis-
trict, and Bay Conservation and Development Commission). In accordance with the Mi-
tigation Monitoring Program, MTC will ensure implementation of this program-level mi-
tigation measure that reduces the identified environmental impact. 

D. Other mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each 
individual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 
Plan. Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the ef-
forts of other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsi-
ble for complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will 
use the Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation meas-
ures are incorporated into the project environmental review documents. 

E. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about the project location. This future project-level environmental review will 
determine whether impacts can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. In order for 
project-level environmental review to tier off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it 
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must incorporate the mitigation measures set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR by project sponsors in preparing environ-
mental documents of specific projects will help ensure that project-specific mitigation 
measures will be implemented. 

F. The nature of the program-level evaluation of impacts is such that not enough is known 
about the specific project-level conditions to determine if the proposed mitigation meas-
ures will in fact be feasible and effective. Social, economic, legal, and technological condi-
tions related to the ultimate design of individual projects and their relationship to sur-
rounding communities will be factors in the feasibility and effectiveness of the proposed 
mitigation measures. An example of this uncertainty is the inconsistency in the quality, 
effectiveness, and enforcement of existing local greenbelts and urban growth boundaries 
(Draft EIR, p. 2.3-38). Enhanced regional coordination will reduce some of this uncer-
tainty, but will not remove it entirely. 

GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE 

Cumulative Impact 

2.5-1 Implementation of Transportation 2035 Plan projects, combined with forecast re-
gional growth, would contribute to GHG emissions. (Draft EIR, p. 2.5-18) 

Mitigation Measures 

2.5(a) MTC shall commit to working with ABAG, BCDC, and BAAQMD, through the JPC, to 
develop a set of “green construction” policies and best practices that encourage use of lowest 
emitting construction equipment and fuels (e.g., diesel-powered vehicles meeting the most cur-
rent CARB-certified tier or better engines). 

2.5(b) As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual 
project pursuant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall 
consider adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively consi-
derable environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status 
reports of compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. Mi-
tigation measures to reduce impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions that shall be considered 
by project sponsors and decision-makers may include, but are not limited to, those described be-
low. 

• Adopt and implement “green building” standards for any public buildings (transit stations, 
ferry buildings, maintenance facilities, etc) funded by MTC to achieve a LEEDTM Silver or 
better or equivalent certification. 

• Use light colored pavement for solar reflectivity and reduced heat island effects wherever 
construction costs are no higher than 5 or 10 percent of the least cost alternative paving ma-
terial. 

• Install solar photovoltaic systems or use of renewable sources of energy for transportation 
buildings and maintenance facilities, wherever “feasible”, as the term is defined in CEQA. 

• Plant shade trees as part of specified types of construction projects or wherever construction 
results in loss of tree cover, because trees have carbon sequestration capacity. 
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• Establish or update minimum standards for construction management, including specifying 
minimum content for recycled products in aggregate, concrete, etc. and construction waste 
management. 

• Establish standards or incentives for light pollution reduction related to street lighting and 
lighting of transportation and parking facilities to promote low-energy use for permanent as 
well as temporary fixtures. 

See also Chapter 2.1: Transportation and Chapter 2.2: Air Quality which contain mitigation that 
would help to further reduce greenhouse gas emissions from transportation projects. 

Impact Conclusion 

The overall cumulative impact will remain significant and unavoidable after the incorporation of 
feasible mitigation. The project’s contribution, however, is not cumulatively considerable. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that will reduce 
the significance of the proposed Project’s contribution to the cumulative impact (Finding (1)). 
Because the proposed Project’s incremental contribution to the cumulatively significant impact is 
not cumulatively considerable, these changes were not required under CEQA, but were provided 
as a supplemental good faith effort to reduce the overall significant cumulative impact. Identified 
mitigation measures are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and 
not MTC, and those agencies can and should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. Cumulative population growth and development, regardless of the proposed Project, will 
occur in the region and will result in a substantial contribution to the identified cumula-
tive impact. Implementation of the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan itself will not re-
sult in a considerable contribution to this cumulative impact. 

B. Because the Plan’s contribution to the cumulative impact is not considerable, the mitiga-
tion measures provided were not required according to the EIR analysis, but rather pro-
vided as a supplementary good faith effort to further reduce the overall cumulative im-
pact. (Draft EIR, p. 2.5-18 describes the analysis result and p. 2.5-20 under Mitigation 
Measures explains why additional measures are recommended despite the analysis) 

C. As the transportation planning, coordinating, and financing agency for the nine-county 
San Francisco Bay Area, MTC functions as both the regional transportation planning 
agency—a state designation—and, for federal purposes, as the region's metropolitan 
planning organization (MPO). As such, it is responsible for regularly updating the Re-
gional Transportation Plan and for screening requests from local agencies for state and 
federal grants for transportation projects to determine their compatibility with the plan. 
Proposed mitigation measure 2.5(a) is within MTC’s authority and regional planning 
role, and capitalizes on the coordination already underway through the Joint Policy 
Committee (which is comprised of board members from MTC, ABAG, Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District, and Bay Conservation and Development Commission). 

D. In accordance with the Mitigation Monitoring Program, MTC will ensure implementa-
tion of program-level mitigation measures are within its responsibility and jurisdiction 
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and will encourage project sponsors to implement the recommended mitigation measures 
that help to reduce the identified cumulative environmental impact. 

E. Implementation of mitigation measure 2.5(b) relies on the efforts of other agencies, 
namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for complying with 
CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the Mitigation 
Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are incorpo-
rated into project environmental review documents. 

F. Mitigation measure 2.5(b) is appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of this 
proposed measure will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identified 
during the environmental evaluation of individual projects. This future project-level envi-
ronmental review will determine whether impacts can be mitigated to a less-than-
significant level. In order for project-level environmental review to tier off the program 
EIR for the Plan, however, it must incorporate the mitigation measures set forth therein 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR by project spon-
sors in preparing environmental documents of specific projects will help ensure that 
project-specific mitigation measures will be implemented. 

G. Proposed mitigation measures, along with conformity with existing federal, State, and lo-
cal regulations, are expected to reduce the overall cumulative effect, as well as the Plan’s 
less-than-significant incremental contribution to the overall cumulative effect. 

Cumulative Impact 

2.5-2 Transportation 2035 Plan projects, combined with future forecast development in the 
region, have the potential to result in a cumulatively considerable increase in exposure to risk 
related to sea level rise. (Draft EIR, p. 2.5-21) 

Mitigation Measures 

2.5(c) MTC will work with BCDC, in partnership with the regional agencies and other partners 
who would like to participate, to conduct a vulnerability assessment for the region’s transporta-
tion infrastructure and identify the appropriate adaptation strategies to protect those transporta-
tion resources that are likely to impacted and are a priority for the region to protect. This assess-
ment should build off of but not duplicate current BCDC efforts and research underway. The re-
sults of this assessment and synthesis of related research should be used to inform the evolution 
of FOCUS Priority Development Areas and Priority Conservation Areas, in particular by identi-
fying places where targeted development may conflict with sea level rise risk and targeted conser-
vation may be more appropriate. 

2.5(d) As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual 
project pursuant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall 
consider adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively consi-
derable environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status 
reports of compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. Mi-
tigation measures to reduce impacts related to sea level rise that shall be considered by project 
sponsors and decision-makers may include, but are not limited to, those described below. 
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• Engineering designs for new transportation projects shall demonstrate that they have factored 
in sea level rise and potential increases in storm surge inundation, and are budgeting for and 
already incorporate mitigation measures to adapt to projected sea level rise and storm surge. 
These mitigation measures should consider the effects on Bay and coastal zone resources and 
avoid or reduce future risk to the infrastructure and the region. 

• For those transportation projects that do not involve new infrastructure but increase capacity 
of existing infrastructure, project sponsors shall demonstrate that they have investigated the 
vulnerability of their existing facilities to sea level rise and storm surge inundation and have 
budgeted for mitigation measures to adapt to projected sea level rise and storm surge. These 
mitigation measures should consider the effects on Bay and coastal zone resources and avoid 
or reduce future risk to the infrastructure and the region. 

Impact Conclusion 

The overall cumulative impact will remain significant and unavoidable after the incorporation of 
feasible mitigation. The project’s contribution, however, is not cumulatively considerable after 
the incorporation of feasible mitigation. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that will reduce 
the significance of the Plan’s incremental contribution to the cumulative impact (Finding (1)). 
Because the Plan’s incremental contribution to the cumulatively significant impact is not cumula-
tively considerable, these changes were not required under CEQA, but were provided as a sup-
plemental good faith effort to reduce the overall significant cumulative impact. Identified mitiga-
tion measures are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not 
MTC, and those agencies can and should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. Cumulative population growth and development, regardless of the proposed Project, will 
occur in the region and will result in a substantial contribution to the identified cumula-
tive impact. 

B. Proposed mitigation measures, along with conformity with existing federal, State, and lo-
cal regulations, are expected to reduce the overall cumulative effect, as well as the Plan’s 
contribution to the overall cumulative effect. 

C. As the transportation planning, coordinating, and financing agency for the nine-county 
San Francisco Bay Area, MTC functions as both the regional transportation planning 
agency—a state designation—and, for federal purposes, as the region's metropolitan 
planning organization (MPO). As such, it is responsible for regularly updating the Re-
gional Transportation Plan and for screening requests from local agencies for state and 
federal grants for transportation projects to determine their compatibility with the plan. 
Proposed mitigation measure 2.5(c) is within MTC’s authority and regional planning 
role, and capitalizes on the coordination already underway through the Joint Policy 
Committee (which is comprised of board members from MTC, ABAG, Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District, and Bay Conservation and Development Commission). 
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D. In accordance with the Mitigation Monitoring Program, MTC will ensure implementa-
tion of program-level mitigation measures that are within its responsibility and jurisdic-
tion and will encourage project sponsors to implement the recommended mitigation 
measures that help to reduce the identified cumulative environmental impact. 

E. Implementation of mitigation measure 2.5(d) relies on the efforts of other agencies, 
namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for complying with 
CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the Mitigation 
Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are incorpo-
rated into project environmental review documents. 

F. Mitigation measure 2.5(d) is appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of this 
proposed measure will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identified 
during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate to 
details about project location. In order for project-level environmental review to tier off 
the program EIR for the Plan, however, it must incorporate the mitigation measures set 
forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR by 
project sponsors in preparing environmental documents of specific projects will help en-
sure that project-specific mitigation measures will be implemented. 

G. Implementation of the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan, and mitigation measures, will 
not result in a considerable contribution to this cumulative impact. 

NOISE 

Impact 

2.6-2 Transportation 2035 Plan projects could result in noise levels that approach or exceed 
the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria or could cause noise levels to increase by 3 dBA or more 
when compared to existing conditions. (Draft EIR, p. 2.6-20) 

Mitigation Measures 

As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual project pur-
suant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall consider 
adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively considerable en-
vironmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status reports of 
compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. Mitigation 
measures to reduce noise impacts that shall be considered by project sponsors and decision-
makers may include, but are not limited to, those described below. 

2.6(a) Adjustments to proposed roadway or transit alignments to reduce noise levels in noise 
sensitive areas. For example, below-grade roadway alignments can effectively reduce noise levels 
in nearby areas. 

2.6(b) Techniques such as landscaped berms, dense plantings, reduced-noise paving materials, 
and traffic calming measures in the design of their transportation improvements. 
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2.6(c) Contributing to the insulation of buildings or construction of noise barriers around sensi-
tive receptor properties adjacent to the transportation improvement. 

Impact Conclusion 

This impact is potentially significant, but can be reduced to a level that is less than significant 
with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that reduce the 
impact to a level that is less than significant (Finding (1)). The identified mitigation measures are 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not MTC, and those agen-
cies can and should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. Per US HUD Department of Housing and Urban Development, The Noise Guidebook, 
updated August 20, 2004, berms or other solid, continuous barriers that block the line of 
sight between the receptor and the source will attenuate noise levels by at least 3 dBA. 

B. Below-grade alignments effectively create a berm between the receptor and the source. 

C. Traffic calming will reduce vehicle speeds which will reduce noise levels commensurate 
with the equations of the traffic noise prediction model of the FHWA. 

D. Reduced noise paving materials reduce noise levels by 4 dBA per Sacramento County De-
partment of Environmental Review and Assessment, Report of the status of Rubberized 
Asphalt on traffic noise reduction in Sacrament County December 1999. 

E. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 

F. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about project location. This future project-level environmental review will de-
termine whether impacts can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. In order for 
project-level environmental review to tier off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it 
must incorporate the mitigation measures set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR by project sponsors in preparing environ-
mental documents of specific projects will help ensure that project-specific mitigation 
measures will be implemented. With implementation of these measures, the impact will 
be reduced to a level that is less than significant. 
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Impact 

2.6-3 Implementation of the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan could result in increased 
noise and groundborne vibration related to transit operations. (Draft EIR, p. 2.6-23) 

Mitigation Measures 

As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual project pur-
suant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall consider 
adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively considerable en-
vironmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status reports of 
compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. Mitigation 
measures to reduce noise impacts that shall be considered by project sponsors and decision-
makers may include, but are not limited to, those described below. 

Mitigation measures 2.6(a) through 2.6(c) above are considered appropriate for bus transit noise 
impacts. In addition to those mitigation measures, the following additional measures are pro-
vided to reduce Impact 2.6-3 as it pertains to rail transit: 

2.6(d) Design approaches to reduce noise and vibration impacts of rail transit, such as vibration 
isolation of track segments, use of continuously welded track to minimize wheel noise, resilient 
wheels, vehicle skirts, wheel truing, rail grinding, undercar absorption, or vehicle horn loudness 
and pitch adjustments. 

2.6(e) Operational changes to reduce noise impacts of rail transit, such as assisting local jurisdic-
tions in pursuing Quiet Zones. 

Impact Conclusion 

This impact is potentially significant, but can be reduced to a level that is less than significant 
with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that reduce the 
impact to a level that is less than significant (Finding (1)). The identified mitigation measures are 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not MTC, and those agen-
cies can and should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. Per US HUD Department of Housing and Urban Development, The Noise Guidebook, 
updated August 20, 2004, berms or other solid, continuous barriers that block the line of 
sight between the receptor and the source will attenuate noise levels by at least 3 dBA. 

B. Below-grade alignments effectively create a berm between the receptor and the source. 

C. Traffic calming will reduce vehicle speeds which will reduce noise levels commensurate 
with the equations of the traffic noise prediction model of the FHWA. 
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D. Reduced noise paving materials reduce noise levels by 4 dBA per Sacramento County De-
partment of Environmental Review and Assessment, Report of the status of Rubberized 
Asphalt on traffic noise reduction in Sacrament County December 1999.  

E. Design approaches described in mitigation measure 2.6(d) can reduce vibration by up to 
15 vDB. The extent of vibration attenuation depends upon a number of factors (Federal 
Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006).  

F. Mitigation measure 2.6(e) is a common sense benefit targeted at reducing the annoyance 
of horn noise in residential areas. 

G. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 

H. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about project location. In order for project-level environmental review to tier 
off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it must incorporate the mitigation measures 
set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR 
by project sponsors in preparing environmental documents of specific projects will help 
ensure that project-specific mitigation measures will be implemented. With implementa-
tion of these measures, the impact will be reduced to a level that is less than significant. 

Cumulative Impact 

2.6-4 The proposed Transportation 2035 Plan, combined with traffic related to projected 
regional population and employment growth, could result in a cumulatively considerable in-
crease in overall noise levels along some travel corridors. (Draft EIR, p. 2.6-24) 

Mitigation Measures 

As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual project pur-
suant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall consider 
adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively considerable en-
vironmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status reports of 
compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. Mitigation 
measures to reduce noise impacts that shall be considered by project sponsors and decision-
makers may include, but are not limited to, those described below. 

2.6(a) Adjustments to proposed roadway or transit alignments to reduce noise levels in noise 
sensitive areas. For example, below-grade roadway alignments can effectively reduce noise levels 
in nearby areas. 

2.6(b) Techniques such as landscaped berms, dense plantings, reduced-noise paving materials, 
and traffic calming measures in the design of their transportation improvements. 
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2.6(c) Contributing to the insulation of buildings or construction of noise barriers around sensi-
tive receptor properties adjacent to the transportation improvement. 

2.6(d) Design approaches to reduce noise and vibration impacts of rail transit, such as vibration 
isolation of track segments, use of continuously welded track to minimize wheel noise, resilient 
wheels, vehicle skirts, wheel truing, rail grinding, undercar absorption, or vehicle horn loudness 
and pitch adjustments. 

2.6(e) Operational changes to reduce noise impacts of rail transit, such as assisting local juris-
dictions in pursuing Quiet Zones. 

Impact Conclusion 

The overall cumulative impact will remain significant and unavoidable after the incorporation of 
feasible mitigation. The project’s contribution will also remain cumulatively considerable after 
the incorporation of feasible mitigation. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that will reduce 
the significance of the impact (Finding (1)). The identified mitigation measures are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not MTC, and those agencies can and 
should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers 
make further mitigation measures infeasible (Finding (3)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. Cumulative population growth and development, regardless of the proposed Project, will 
occur in the region and will result in a substantial contribution to the identified cumula-
tive impact. 

B. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 

C. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about project location. This future project-level environmental review will de-
termine whether impacts can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. In order for 
project-level environmental review to tier off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it 
must incorporate the mitigation measures set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR by project sponsors in preparing environ-
mental documents of specific projects will help ensure that project-specific mitigation 
measures will be implemented. 
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D. Proposed mitigation measures, along with conformity with existing federal, State, and lo-
cal regulations, are expected to reduce the overall cumulative effect, as well as the Plan’s 
contribution to the overall cumulative effect. 

E. However, the nature of the program-level evaluation of impacts is such that not enough is 
known about the specific project-level conditions to determine if the proposed mitigation 
measures will in fact be feasible and effective. Social, economic, legal, and technological 
conditions related to the ultimate design of individual projects will be factors in the feasi-
bility of proposed mitigation measures at the project level. In particular, noise impacts are 
highly localized and related to the unique interaction between physical environmental 
conditions at the project location, other undetermined noise sources in the vicinity, and 
the specific locations and characteristics of sensitive receptors. Thus, while the mitiga-
tions proposed are reasonably suited to maximally reduce noise attributable to the pro-
posed Plan projects, it is still possible that these outside factors could create a situation in 
which noise mitigation is either infeasible or ineffective. 

GEOLOGY AND SEISMICITY 

Impact 

2.7-1 Seismic activity resulting in surface rupture, ground shaking, liquefaction, landslides 
or tsunamis could damage existing and proposed transportation infrastructure and pose pub-
lic safety risks. (Draft EIR, p. 2.7-16) 

Mitigation Measures 

2.7(a) As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual 
project pursuant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall 
consider adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively consi-
derable environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status 
reports of compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. Mi-
tigation measures to reduce significant seismic impacts, as determined by a State licensed geo-
technical professional, that shall be considered by project sponsors and decision-makers may in-
clude, but are not limited to, those described below. 

• Consider seismicity of the site, soil response at the site, and dynamic characteristics of the 
structure in the seismic design of the project, in compliance with the California Building 
Code and Caltrans’ standards for construction, or other more stringent standards, as applica-
ble. 

• Facilitate geotechnical analyses as necessary within construction areas to ascertain soil types 
and local faulting prior to preparation of project designs. 

• For projects located within Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones, prepare recommenda-
tions for the mitigation and reduction of hazards in accordance with California Geological 
Survey Guidelines for Evaluation the Hazard of Earthquake Fault Rupture. 

• Avoid or stabilize landslide areas and potentially unstable slopes wherever feasible. 

• For projects located within liquefaction or earthquake-induced landslide Seismic Hazard 
Zones, prepare recommendations for the mitigation and reduction of hazards in accordance 
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with California Geological Survey Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards 
Special Publication 117. 

• For projects adjacent to the Bay and/or Pacific Ocean, evaluate tsunami inundation risks and 
implement, where necessary and feasible, precautionary measures, such as specifying final 
roadbed elevations greater than the expected height of a tsunami with a given return frequen-
cy. 

Impact Conclusion 

This impact is potentially significant, but can be reduced to a level that is less than significant 
with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that reduce the 
impact to a level that is less than significant (Finding (1)). The identified mitigation measures are 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not MTC, and those agen-
cies can and should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 

B. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about project location. In order for project-level environmental review to tier 
off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it must incorporate the mitigation measures 
set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR 
by project sponsors in preparing environmental documents of specific projects will help 
ensure that project-specific mitigation measures will be implemented. With implementa-
tion of these measures, the impact will be reduced to a level that is less than significant. 

C. The mitigation measures are particularly reliable because they are already enforced by ex-
isting agencies and regulatory standards (e.g. California Building Code and Caltrans’ 
standards for construction) which are integral parts of the project development, review, 
and permitting processes. The mitigation measures help to ensure that these existing 
standards and regulations are met. 

Impact 

2.7-2 Highway and rail construction could require significant earthwork and road cuts, 
which could increase short-term and long-term soil erosion potential. (Draft EIR, p. 2.7-26) 
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Mitigation Measures 

2.7(b) As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual 
project pursuant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall 
consider adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively consi-
derable environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status 
reports of compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. Mi-
tigation measures that shall be considered by project sponsors and decision-makers may include, 
but are not limited to, Best Management Practices to reduce soil erosion by water and wind. 
These could include temporary cover of exposed, engineered slopes, or silt fencing. Where re-
quired, based on affected area (greater than one acre), agencies shall adhere to the requirements 
of the NPDES General Construction Permit and associated SWPPP. 

Impact Conclusion 

This impact is potentially significant, but can be reduced to a level that is less than significant 
with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that reduce the 
impact to a level that is less than significant (Finding (1)). The identified mitigation measures are 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not MTC, and those agen-
cies can and should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 

B. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about project location. In order for project-level environmental review to tier 
off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it must incorporate the mitigation measures 
set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR 
by project sponsors in preparing environmental documents of specific projects will help 
ensure that project-specific mitigation measures will be implemented. With implementa-
tion of these measures, the impact will be reduced to a level that is less than significant. 

C. The mitigation measures are particularly reliable because they are already enforced by ex-
isting agencies and regulatory standards (e.g. requirements of the NPDES General Con-
struction Permit and associated SWPPP) which are integral parts of the project develop-
ment, review, and permitting processes. The mitigation measures help to ensure that 
these existing standards and regulations are met. 
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Impact 

2.7-3 Highway and rail construction could require significant earthwork and road cuts, 
which could destabilize existing slopes causing landslides or slope failure. (Draft EIR, p. 2.7-
27) 

Mitigation Measures 

2.7(c) As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual 
project pursuant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall 
consider adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively consi-
derable environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status 
reports of compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. Mi-
tigation measures that shall be considered by project sponsors and decision-makers may include, 
but are not limited to, ensuring that project designs provide adequate slope drainage and appro-
priate landscaping to minimize the occurrence of slope instability and erosion. Road cuts shall be 
designed to maximize the potential for revegetation. Project sponsors shall ensure that local grad-
ing ordinances and building code requirements are strictly adhered to where appropriate. 

Impact Conclusion 

This impact is potentially significant, but can be reduced to a level that is less than significant 
with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that reduce the 
impact to a level that is less than significant (Finding (1)). The identified mitigation measures are 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not MTC, and those agen-
cies should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 

B. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about project location. In order for project-level environmental review to tier 
off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it must incorporate the mitigation measures 
set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR 
by project sponsors in preparing environmental documents of specific projects will help 
ensure that project-specific mitigation measures will be implemented. With implementa-
tion of these measures, the impact will be reduced to a level that is less than significant. 
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C. The mitigation measures are particularly reliable because they are already enforced by ex-
isting agencies and regulatory standards (e.g. local grading ordinances and building code 
requirements) which are integral parts of the project development, review, and permitting 
processes. The mitigation measures help to ensure that these existing standards and regu-
lations are met. 

Impact 

2.7-4 Projects built on highly compressible or expansive soils could become damaged and 
weakened over time. (Draft EIR, p. 2.7-28) 

Mitigation Measures 

2.7(d) As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual 
project pursuant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall 
consider adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively consi-
derable environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status 
reports of compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. Mi-
tigation measures that shall be considered by project sponsors and decision-makers may include, 
but are not limited to, ensuring that geotechnical investigations be conducted by qualified profes-
sionals (registered civil and geotechnical engineers, registered engineering geologists) to identify 
the potential for differential settlement and expansive soils and to recommend corrective meas-
ures, such as structural reinforcement and replacing soil with engineered fill. Recommended 
measures shall be incorporated into project designs. 

Impact Conclusion 

This impact is potentially significant, but can be reduced to a level that is less than significant 
with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that reduce the 
impact to a level that is less than significant (Finding (1)). The identified mitigation measures are 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not MTC, and those agen-
cies should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 

B. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
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to details about project location. In order for project-level environmental review to tier 
off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it must incorporate the mitigation measures 
set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR 
by project sponsors in preparing environmental documents of specific projects will help 
ensure that project-specific mitigation measures will be implemented. With implementa-
tion of these measures, the impact will be reduced to a level that is less than significant. 

Cumulative Impact 

2.7-5 The proposed Transportation 2035 Plan, combined with regional population growth, 
would result in an increased risk of exposure of people and property to geologic hazards. 
(Draft EIR, p. 2.7-28) 

Mitigation Measures 

2.7(a) through 2.7(d) above. 

Impact Conclusion 

The overall cumulative impact will remain significant and unavoidable after the incorporation of 
feasible mitigation. The project’s contribution, however, is not cumulatively considerable after 
the incorporation of feasible mitigation. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that will reduce 
the significance of the proposed Project’s incremental contribution to the cumulative impact 
(Finding (1)). Because the proposed Project’s incremental contribution to the cumulatively sig-
nificant impact is not cumulatively considerable, these changes were not required under CEQA, 
but were provided as a supplemental good faith effort to reduce the overall significant cumulative 
impact. Identified mitigation measures are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other 
public agencies, and not MTC, and those agencies can and should adopt the measures (Finding 
(2)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. Cumulative population growth and development, regardless of the proposed Project, will 
occur in the region and will result in a substantial contribution to the identified cumula-
tive impact. 

B. Proposed mitigation measures, along with conformity with existing federal, State, and lo-
cal regulations, are expected to reduce the overall cumulative effect, as well as the Plan’s 
contribution to the overall cumulative effect. 

C. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 
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D. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about project location. In order for project-level environmental review to tier 
off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it must incorporate the mitigation measures 
set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR 
by project sponsors in preparing environmental documents of specific projects will help 
ensure that project-specific mitigation measures will be implemented. 

E. The mitigation measures are particularly reliable because they are already enforced by ex-
isting agencies and regulatory standards which are integral parts of the project develop-
ment, review, and permitting processes. The mitigation measures help to ensure that 
these existing standards and regulations are met. 

F. Implementation of the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan, with mitigation measures, 
will not result in a considerable contribution to this cumulative impact. 

WATER RESOURCES 

Impact 

2.8-1 Construction of Transportation 2035 Plan projects could adversely affect water quali-
ty and drainage patterns in the short-term due to erosion and sedimentation. (Draft EIR, p. 
2.8-13) 

Mitigation Measures 

2.8(a) As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual 
project pursuant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall 
consider adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively consi-
derable environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status 
reports of compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. Mi-
tigation measures to reduce impacts on water resources that shall be considered by project spon-
sors and decision-makers may include, but are not limited to, those described below. 

Project sponsors shall prepare and implement, as necessary, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP) in accordance with the SWRCB’s General Construction Permit. The SWPPP shall 
be consistent with the Manual of Standards for Erosion and Sedimentation Control by the Asso-
ciation of Bay Area Governments, the California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA), 
Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbook for Construction, policies and recommenda-
tions of the local urban runoff program (city and/or county), and the recommendations of the 
RWQCB. Implementation of the SWPPP shall be enforced by inspecting agencies during the con-
struction period via appropriate options such as citations, fines, and stop-work orders. Typical 
components of a SWPPP would include the following: 

• Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled for the dry season only (April 15 to Oc-
tober 15), to the extent feasible. This will reduce the chance of severe erosion from intense 
rainfall and surface runoff, as well as the potential for soil saturation in swale areas. 
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• If excavation occurs during the rainy season, storm runoff from the construction area shall be 
regulated through a stormwater management/erosion control plan that may include tempo-
rary on-site silt traps and/or basins with multiple discharge points to natural drainages and 
energy dissipaters. Stockpiles of loose material shall be covered and runoff diverted away 
from exposed soil material. If work is stopped due to rain, a positive grading away from 
slopes shall be provided to carry the surface runoff to areas where flow can be controlled, 
such as the temporary silt basins. Sediment basin/traps shall be located and operated to mi-
nimize the amount of offsite sediment transport. Any trapped sediment shall be removed 
from the basin or trap and placed at a suitable location on-site, away from concentrated flows, 
or removed to an approved disposal site. 

• Temporary erosion control measures shall be provided until perennial revegetation or 
landscaping is established and can minimize discharge of sediment into nearby waterways. 
For construction within 500 feet of a water body, fiber rolls and/or gravel bags shall be placed 
upstream adjacent to the water body. 

• After completion of grading, erosion protection shall be provided on all cut-and-fill slopes. 
Revegetation shall be facilitated by mulching, hydroseeding, or other methods and shall be in-
itiated as soon as possible after completion of grading and prior to the onset of the rainy sea-
son (by October 15). 

• Permanent revegetation/landscaping shall emphasize drought-tolerant perennial ground co-
verings, shrubs, and trees to improve the probability of slope and soil stabilization without 
adverse impacts to slope stability due to irrigation infiltration and long-term root develop-
ment. 

• BMPs selected and implemented for the project shall be in place and operational prior to the 
onset of major earthwork on the site. The construction phase facilities shall be maintained 
regularly and cleared of accumulated sediment as necessary. 

• Hazardous materials such as fuels and solvents used on the construction sites shall be stored 
in covered containers and protected from rainfall, runoff, and vandalism. A stockpile of spill 
cleanup materials shall be readily available at all construction sites. Employees shall be trained 
in spill prevention and cleanup, and individuals should be designated as responsible for pre-
vention and cleanup activities. 

SWPPP(s) for projects immediately adjacent to or within drainages also will have to incorporate 
the following additional erosion control minimum criteria: 

• Construction equipment shall not be operated in flowing water, except as may be necessary to 
construct crossings or barriers. 

• Stream diversion structures shall be designed to preclude accumulation of sediment. If this is 
not feasible, an operation plan shall be developed to prevent adverse downstream effects from 
sediment discharges. 

• Where working areas are adjacent to or encroach on live streams, barriers shall be con-
structed that are adequate to prevent the discharge of turbid water in excess of specified lim-
its. The discharged water shall not exceed 110 percent of the ambient stream turbidity of the 
receiving water, if the receiving water is a flowing stream with turbidity greater than 50 ne-
phelometric turbidity unit (NTU), or 5 NTU above ambient turbidity for ambient turbidities 



Transportation 2035 Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 

A-36 

that are less than or equal to 40 NTU. If the water is discharged to a dry streambed, the dis-
charged water shall not exceed 50 NTU. 

• Material from construction work shall not be deposited where it could be eroded and carried 
to the stream by surface runoff or high stream flows. 

• Riparian vegetation shall be removed only when absolutely necessary. 

Impact Conclusion 

This impact is potentially significant, but can be reduced to a level that is less than significant 
with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that reduce the 
impact to a level that is less than significant (Finding (1)). The identified mitigation measures are 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not MTC, and those agen-
cies should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 

B. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about project location. In order for project-level environmental review to tier 
off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it must incorporate the mitigation measures 
set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR 
by project sponsors in preparing environmental documents of specific projects will help 
ensure that project-specific mitigation measures will be implemented. With implementa-
tion of these measures, the impact will be reduced to a level that is less than significant. 

C. The mitigation measures are particularly reliable because they are already enforced by ex-
isting agencies and regulatory standards (e.g. the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) in accordance with the SWRCB’s General Construction Permit, which must be 
consistent with the Manual of Standards for Erosion and Sedimentation Control by the 
Association of Bay Area Governments, the California Stormwater Quality Association 
(CASQA), Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbook for Construction, policies 
and recommendations of the local urban runoff program (city and/or county), and the 
recommendations of the RWQCB) which are integral parts of the project development, 
review, and permitting processes. The mitigation measures help to ensure that these exist-
ing standards and regulations are met. 
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Impact 

2.8-2 Transportation 2035 Plan projects could adversely affect water resources in the long 
term by reducing permeable surfaces, which could result in additional runoff and erosion, 
degrade water quality in receiving waters, decrease groundwater recharge, or alter drainage 
patterns. (Draft EIR, p. 2.8-16) 

Mitigation Measures 

2.8(b) As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual 
project pursuant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall 
consider adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively consi-
derable environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status 
reports of compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. Mi-
tigation measures to reduce impacts on water resources that shall be considered by project spon-
sors and decision-makers may include, but are not limited to, requiring projects to comply with 
design guidelines established in the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association’s 
(BASMAA) Using Start at the Source to Comply with Design Development Standards and the 
California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbook for New Development and Rede-
velopment to minimize both increases in the volume and rate of stormwater runoff, and the 
amount of pollutants entering the storm drain system. Typical mitigation measures shall include 
the following: 

Surface Water 

• Drainage of roadway and parking lot runoff shall, wherever possible, be designed to run 
through grass median strips, contoured to provide adequate storage capacity and to provide 
overland flow, detention, and infiltration before it reaches culverts. Detention basins and 
ponds, aside from controlling runoff rates, can also remove particulate pollutants through 
settling. Facilities such as oil and sediment separators or absorbent filter systems shall there-
fore be designed and installed within the storm drainage system to provide filtration of 
stormwater prior to discharge and reduce water quality impacts whenever feasible. For exam-
ple, runoff shall be filtered through mechanical or natural filtration systems such as pre-
manufactured oil water separators or through natural processes such as bioswales and settle-
ment ponds to remove oil and grease prior to discharge. 

• Long-term sediment control shall include an erosion control and revegetation program de-
signed to allow reestablishment of native vegetation on slopes in undeveloped areas. 

• In areas where habitat for fish and other wildlife would be threatened by transportation facili-
ty discharge, alternate discharge options shall be sought to protect sensitive fish and wildlife 
populations. Maintenance activities over the life of the project shall include heavy-duty swee-
pers, with disposal of collected debris in sanitary landfills to effectively reduce annual pollu-
tant loads where appropriate. Catch basins and storm drains shall be cleaned and maintained 
on a regular basis. 

• Landscaped areas shall use Integrated Pest Management techniques (methods that minimize 
the use of potentially hazardous chemicals for landscape pest control and vineyard opera-
tions). The handling, storage, and application of potentially hazardous chemicals shall take 
place in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations. 
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Groundwater 

• Detention basins, infiltration strips, and other features to facilitate groundwater recharge 
shall be incorporated into the design of new freeway and roadway facilities whenever feasible. 

Flooding 

• Projects shall be designed so that they do not increase downstream flooding risks by increas-
ing peak runoff volumes. Including detention ponds in designs for roadway medians, parking 
areas, or other facilities, or increasing the size of local flood control facilities serving the 
project areas could achieve this measure. Existing pervious surface shall be preserved to the 
maximum extent feasible to minimize increases in stormwater runoff volumes and rates. 

• Projects shall be designed to allow lateral transmission of stormwater flows across transporta-
tion corridors with no increased risk of upstream flooding. Culverts and bridges shall be de-
signed to adequately carry drainage waters through project sites. The bottom of overpass 
structures should be elevated at least 1 foot above the 100-year flood elevation at all stream 
and drainage channel crossings. 

• All roadbeds for new highway and rail transit facilities shall be elevated at least 1 foot above 
the 100-year base flood elevation. 

Impact Conclusion 

This impact is potentially significant, but can be reduced to a level that is less than significant 
with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that reduce the 
impact to a level that is less than significant (Finding (1)). The identified mitigation measures are 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not MTC, and those agen-
cies should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 

B. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about project location. In order for project-level environmental review to tier 
off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it must incorporate the mitigation measures 
set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR 
by project sponsors in preparing environmental documents of specific projects will help 
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ensure that project-specific mitigation measures will be implemented. With implementa-
tion of these measures, the impact will be reduced to a level that is less than significant. 

C. The mitigation measures are particularly reliable because they are already encouraged by 
existing agencies and standards (e.g. design guidelines established in the Bay Area 
Stormwater Management Agencies Association’s (BASMAA) Using Start at the Source to 
Comply with Design Development Standards and the California Storm Water Best Man-
agement Practice Handbook for New Development and Redevelopment) which are integral 
parts of the project development, review, and permitting processes. The mitigation meas-
ures help to ensure that these existing standards and regulations are met. 

Cumulative Impact 

2.8-3 Transportation 2035 Plan projects, combined with projected regional development, 
could contribute to degradation of regional water quality, reduction of groundwater re-
charge, or result in increased flooding hazards. (Draft EIR, p. 2.8-18) 

Mitigation Measures 

Despite feasible mitigation, the overall cumulative impact related to water quality and flood risk 
in the Bay Area is assumed to remain significant and unavoidable. However, the proposed 
Project’s contribution to the overall significant cumulative impact is not cumulatively considera-
ble with the implementation of the mitigation measures 2.8(a) and 2.8(b) provided above. (Draft 
EIR, p. 2.8-18) 

Impact Conclusion 

The overall cumulative impact will remain significant and unavoidable after the incorporation of 
feasible mitigation. The project’s contribution, however, is not cumulatively considerable after 
the incorporation of feasible mitigation. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that reduce the 
contribution of the proposed Project to not cumulatively considerable (Finding (1)). The identi-
fied mitigation measures are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, 
and not MTC, and those agencies should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. Cumulative population growth and development, regardless of the proposed Project, will 
occur in the region and will result in a substantial contribution to the identified cumula-
tive impact. 

B. Proposed mitigation measures, along with conformity with existing federal, State, and lo-
cal regulations, are expected to reduce the overall cumulative effect, as well as the Plan’s 
contribution to the overall cumulative effect. 

C. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
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complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 

D. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about project location. In order for project-level environmental review to tier 
off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it must incorporate the mitigation measures 
set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR 
by project sponsors in preparing environmental documents of specific projects will help 
ensure that project-specific mitigation measures will be implemented. 

E. The mitigation measures are particularly reliable because many are already enforced by 
existing agencies and regulatory standards which are integral parts of the project devel-
opment, review, and permitting processes. The mitigation measures help to ensure that 
these existing standards and regulations are met. 

F. Implementation of the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan, with mitigation measures, 
will not result in a considerable contribution to this cumulative impact. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Impact 

2.9-1 Transportation 2035 Plan projects could adversely affect wetlands and aquatic re-
sources. (Draft EIR, p. 2.9-24) 

Mitigation Measures 

2.9(a) As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual 
project pursuant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall 
consider adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively consi-
derable environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status 
reports of compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. Mi-
tigation measures to reduce impacts on wetlands and aquatic resources that shall be considered 
by project sponsors and decision-makers may include, but are not limited to, those described be-
low. 

• In keeping with the “no net loss” policy, project designs shall be configured, whenever possi-
ble, to avoid sensitive wetlands and avoid disturbances to wetland and riparian corridors in 
order to preserve both the habitat and the overall ecological functions of these areas. Projects 
shall minimize ground disturbances and construction footprints near such areas to the extent 
practicable. 

• Where avoidance of wetlands is not feasible, project sponsors will minimize fill and the use of 
in-water construction methods, and only do so with express permit approval from the appro-
priate resources agencies and in accordance with applicable existing regulations such as 
Coastal Zone regulations of wetland fill. Project sponsors shall arrange for off-site replace-
ment of removed wetlands in accordance with the applicable existing regulation and subject 
to approval by the Corps, and possibly by the USFWS, RWQCB, and CDFG. 
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Impact Conclusion 

This impact is potentially significant, but can be reduced to a level that is less than significant 
with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that reduce the 
impact to a level that is less than significant (Finding (1)). The identified mitigation measures are 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not MTC, and those agen-
cies can and should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 

B. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about project location in relation to wetlands. In order for project-level envi-
ronmental review to tier off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it must incorporate 
the mitigation measures set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, subd. (c)(3)). 
Thus, the use of this EIR by project sponsors in preparing environmental documents of 
specific projects will help ensure that project-specific mitigation measures will be imple-
mented. With implementation of these measures, the impact will be reduced to a level 
that is less than significant. 

C. The mitigation measures are particularly reliable because they are already enforced by ex-
isting agencies and regulatory standards (e.g. “no net loss”, enforced by the Corps, 
USFWS, RWQCB, and CDFG) which are integral parts of the project development, re-
view, and permitting processes. Furthermore, federal and state laws (Clean Water Act, 
Porter-Cologne Act) do not allow fill of wetlands or other waters without a permit. The 
mitigation measures help to ensure that these existing standards and regulations are met. 

Impact 

2.9-2 Transportation 2035 Plan projects could cause substantial disturbance of biologically 
unique or sensitive communities. (Draft EIR, p. 2.9-25) 

Mitigation Measures 

2.9(b) As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual 
project pursuant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall 
consider adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively consi-
derable environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status 



Transportation 2035 Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 

A-42 

reports of compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. Mi-
tigation measures to reduce impacts on biologically unique or sensitive communities that shall be 
considered by project sponsors and decision-makers may include, but are not limited to, those 
described below. 

• In accordance with CDFG guidelines, project sponsors shall make an effort to minimize im-
pacts on sensitive plant communities, especially riparian habitats, when designing and per-
mitting projects. Where applicable, projects shall conform to the provisions of special area 
management or restoration plans such as the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan, which outlines 
specific measures to protect sensitive vegetation communities. 

Impact Conclusion 

This impact is potentially significant, but can be reduced to a level that is less than significant 
with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that reduce the 
impact to a level that is less than significant (Finding (1)). The identified mitigation measures are 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not MTC, and those agen-
cies can and should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 

B. The mitigation measure is appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the program 
level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of this proposed 
measure will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identified during 
the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate to details 
about project location. In order for project-level environmental review to tier off the pro-
gram EIR for the Plan, however, it must incorporate the mitigation measures set forth 
therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR by 
project sponsors in preparing environmental documents of specific projects will help en-
sure that project-specific mitigation measures will be implemented. With implementation 
of this measure, the impact will be reduced to a level that is less than significant. 

C. The mitigation measure is particularly reliable because it is already enforced by existing 
agencies and regulatory standards (e.g. special area management or restoration plans such 
as the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan) which are integral parts of the project development, 
review, and permitting processes. The mitigation measures help to ensure that these exist-
ing standards and regulations are met. 
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Impact 

2.9-3 Transportation 2035 Plan projects could have deleterious impacts on special-status 
plant and/or wildlife species identified as endangered, candidate, and/or special status. (Draft 
EIR, p. 2.9-27) 

Mitigation Measures 

2.9(c) As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual 
project pursuant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall 
consider adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively consi-
derable environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status 
reports of compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. Mi-
tigation measures to reduce impacts on special-status plant or animal species that shall be consi-
dered by project sponsors and decision-makers may include, but are not limited to, those de-
scribed below. 

• In support of CEQA, NEPA, CDFG and USFWS permitting processes for individual Trans-
portation 2035 Plan transportation projects, biological and wetland surveys shall be con-
ducted as part of the environmental review process to determine the presence and extent of 
sensitive habitats and/or species in the project vicinity. Surveys shall follow established me-
thods and shall be undertaken at times when the subject species is most likely to be identified. 
In cases where impacts to State- or federal-listed plant or wildlife species are imminent, for-
mal protocol-level surveys may be required on a species-by-species basis to determine the lo-
cal distribution of these species. Consultation with the USFWS and/or CDFG shall be con-
ducted early in the planning process at an informal level for transportation projects that 
could adversely affect federal or State candidate, threatened, or endangered species to deter-
mine the need for further consultation or permitting actions. 

• When drafting mitigations, adaptive management strategies shall be used, when feasible, to 
capitalize on the progressive understanding of ecological systems and management practices, 
apply lessons learned from current and future projects and research studies, accommodate 
for uncertainties or unknowns, and improve progress toward desired ecological outcomes. 

• Project designs shall be reconfigured, whenever possible, to avoid sensitive wetland or biolog-
ical resources and avoid disturbances to wetland and riparian corridors. Projects shall minim-
ize ground disturbances and construction footprints near sensitive areas to the extent practic-
able. 

• To the extent practicable, project activities in the vicinity of sensitive resources shall be com-
pleted during the period that best avoids disturbance to plant and wildlife species present 
(e.g., May 15 to October 15 near salmonid habitat and vernal pools). 

• Individual projects shall minimize the use of in-water construction methods in areas that 
support sensitive aquatic species, especially when listed species could be present. 

• In the event that equipment needs to operate in any watercourse with flowing or standing 
water, a qualified biological resource monitor shall be present at all times to alert construc-
tion crews to the possible presence of California red-legged frog, nesting birds, salmonids, or 
other aquatic species at risk during construction operations. 
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• If project activities involve pile driving or vibratory hammering in or near water, interim hy-
droacoustic threshold criteria for fish should be adopted as set forth by the Interagency Fishe-
ries Hydroacoustic Working Group, as well as other avoidance methods to reduce the adverse 
affects of construction to sensitive fish, peciverous birds, and marine mammal species. 

• Construction periods shall not occur during the breeding season near riparian habitat, fresh-
water marshlands, and salt marsh habitats that support nesting bird species protected under 
the Endangered Species Act and Migratory Bird Treaty Act (e.g., yellow warbler, tricolored 
blackbird, California clapper rail, etc.). 

• A qualified biologist shall locate and fence off sensitive resources before construction activi-
ties begin and, where required, shall inspect areas to ensure that barrier fencing, stakes, and 
setback buffers are maintained during construction. 

• For work sites located adjacent to special-status plant or wildlife populations, a biological re-
source education program shall be provided for construction crews and contractors (primari-
ly crew and construction foremen) before construction activities begin. 

• Biological monitoring shall be particularly targeted for areas near identified habitat for feder-
al- and state-listed species, and a “no take” approach shall be taken whenever feasible during 
construction near special-status plant and wildlife species. 

• Efforts shall be made to minimize the negative effects of light and noise on listed and sensitive 
wildlife. 

Impact Conclusion 

Because the program-level review for the Plan cannot determine the feasibility and efficacy of the 
mitigation measures for specific projects, the impact may remain significant and unavoidable af-
ter implementing feasible mitigation measures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that may reduce 
the impact to a level that is less than significant (Finding (1)). The identified mitigation measures 
are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not MTC, and those 
agencies can and should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). Specific economic, legal, social, tech-
nological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers make infeasible further mitigation (Finding (3)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. The EIR analysis took a conservative approach by assuming that, unless known to be ab-
sent, special status species exist in all areas that provide at least moderate quality habitat 
(Draft EIR, page 2.9-27). Potential impacts were determined by evaluating whether pro-
posed transportation improvements would occur within the potential range of a special 
status species of concern, whether projects would directly encroach upon an area of eco-
logical significance, or whether the projects could involve the filling of wetlands. As stated 
on EIR page 2.9-22, “in many cases, the project alignments, locations, or other design de-
tails are not known because the projects are in the early stages of planning or develop-
ment. As a result, this impact analysis relies largely on the potential for biological impacts 
based on proximity to sensitive resources, an analysis method that inherently tends to in-
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flate the potential for adverse effects. Thus, while such impacts may be identified in this 
EIR, upon project implementation it is anticipated that actual impacts will be incremen-
tally smaller. Laws and regulations protecting special-status species, areas of ecological 
significance, and wetland resources are effective incentives for project proponents to de-
sign alternatives that either avoid or substantially reduce impacts on these resources.” 

B. Due to the programmatic level of analysis in the EIR and lack of project-specific plans, it 
is not possible to define the exact extent of potential impact, so it is not possible to ascer-
tain with certainty whether the identified mitigation measures for these impacts will re-
duce impacts to levels considered “not significant.” However, it is likely that, with proper 
design and planning, many of the identified impacts can be avoided or minimized. 

C. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 

D. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about project location. This future project-level environmental review will de-
termine whether impacts can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. In order for 
project-level environmental review to tier off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it 
must incorporate the mitigation measures set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR by project sponsors in preparing environ-
mental documents of specific projects will help ensure that project-specific mitigation 
measures will be implemented. 

E. The nature of the program-level evaluation of impacts is such that not enough is known 
about the specific project-level conditions to determine if the proposed mitigation meas-
ures will in fact be feasible and effective. Social, economic, legal, and technological condi-
tions related to the ultimate design of individual projects will be factors in the feasibility 
of proposed mitigation measures at the project level. In particular, because the location of 
specific construction projects is still unknown, and the specific local seasonal locations of 
special status species is also unknown, and yet localized construction-related impacts are 
potentially destructive to special status species, this analysis cannot be sure of the ultimate 
effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measures. 

Impact 

2.9-4 Transportation 2035 Plan projects could have deleterious impacts on proposed or des-
ignated critical habitats. (Draft EIR, p. 2.9-29) 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation measures 2.9(a) through 2.9(c), above, are expected to reduce impacts on steelhead 
critical habitat to less-than-significant. Specific projects that may be located within other critical 
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habitat areas will be subject to established protocols for surveys and protective measures. As de-
scribed in these mitigation measures, project designs shall be reconfigured to avoid or minimize 
adverse affects to the primary constituent elements of designated critical habitats to the extent 
practicable, and consultation with the USFWS shall be conducted early in the process at an in-
formal level to determine the need for further mitigation, consultation, or permitting action. No 
further program-level mitigation measures are required. 

Impact Conclusion 

This impact is potentially significant, but can be reduced to a level that is less than significant 
with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that reduce the 
impact to a level that is less than significant (Finding (1)). The identified mitigation measures are 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not MTC, and those agen-
cies can and should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 

B. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about project location. In order for project-level environmental review to tier 
off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it must incorporate the mitigation measures 
set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR 
by project sponsors in preparing environmental documents of specific projects will help 
ensure that project-specific mitigation measures will be implemented. With implementa-
tion of these measures, the impact will be reduced to a level that is less than significant. 

C. The mitigation measures are particularly reliable because many are already enforced by 
existing agencies and regulatory standards which are integral parts of the project devel-
opment, review, and permitting processes. The mitigation measures help to ensure that 
these existing standards and regulations are met. 

Impact 

2.9-5 Construction activities could adversely affect nonlisted nesting raptor species consi-
dered special-status by CDFG under CDFG Code 3503.5. (Draft EIR, p. 2.9-30) 



Appendix A: Findings and Facts in Support of Findings 

A-47 

Mitigation Measures 

2.9(d) As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual 
project pursuant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall 
consider adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively consi-
derable environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status 
reports of compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. Mi-
tigation measures to reduce impacts on nonlisted nesting raptor species that shall be considered 
by project sponsors and decision-makers may include, but are not limited to, those described be-
low. 

• To avoid and minimize impacts to nesting raptors, preconstruction surveys shall be per-
formed prior to initiating construction activities during the breeding season (February 1 
through August 31). If it is determined that young have fledged and are self-sufficient, no fur-
ther mitigation would be required. 

• To avoid and minimize potential impacts to nesting raptors, a no-disturbance buffer zone 
shall be established around active nests during the breeding season. 

• The size of individual buffers could be adjusted based on an evaluation of the site by a quali-
fied raptor biologist in cooperation with the USFWS and CDFG. 

Impact Conclusion 

This impact is potentially significant, but can be reduced to a level that is less than significant 
with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that reduce the 
impact to a level that is less than significant (Finding (1)). The identified mitigation measures are 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not MTC, and those agen-
cies can and should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 

B. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about project location. The use of this EIR by project sponsors in preparing en-
vironmental documents of specific projects will help ensure that project-specific mitiga-
tion measures will be implemented. With implementation of these measures, the impact 
will be reduced to a level that is less than significant. 
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Impact 

2.9-6 Construction activities could adversely affect non-listed nesting birds species, consi-
dered special-status by the USFWS under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and by 
CDFG under the CDFG Code 3503 and 3513. (Draft EIR, p. 2.9-31) 

Mitigation Measures 

2.9(e) As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual 
project pursuant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall 
consider adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively consi-
derable environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status 
reports of compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. At 
the time of project certification, project sponsors shall agree to comply with mitigation measures 
to avoid impacts to nesting bird species protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act, as 
follows: 

• Concurrent with surveys described in Mitigation Measure 2.9(d), surveys shall be performed 
for migratory birds listed in the federal List of Migratory Birds (50 Code of Federal Regula-
tions, Chapter 1, Part 10 Section 10.13). More than 500 native and migratory bird species are 
protected by this statute. If protected breeding birds are detected during surveys, a buffer 
zone, depending upon the species identified, shall be established around active nesting sites in 
coordination with CDFG and the USFWS. 

Impact Conclusion 

This impact is potentially significant, but can be reduced to a level that is less than significant 
with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that reduce the 
impact to a level that is less than significant (Finding (1)). The identified mitigation measures are 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not MTC, and those agen-
cies can and should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. By establishing appropriate buffers during the breeding season, based on expert agency 
input, species will be protected from development impacts that could affect breeding. 

B. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 

C. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
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fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about project location. In order for project-level environmental review to tier 
off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it must incorporate the mitigation measures 
set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR 
by project sponsors in preparing environmental documents of specific projects will help 
ensure that project-specific mitigation measures will be implemented. With implementa-
tion of these measures, the impact will be reduced to a level that is less than significant. 

Impact 

2.9-7 Implementation of the Transportation 2035 Plan could conflict with adopted resource 
protection or conservation plans. (Draft EIR p. 2.9-31) 

Mitigation Measures 

As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual project pur-
suant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall consider 
adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively considerable en-
vironmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status reports of 
compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. Mitigation 
measures to reduce conflicts with adopted resource protection or conservation plans shall be con-
sidered by project sponsors and decision-makers may include, but are not limited to, those de-
scribed below. 

2.9(f) Project sponsors whose projects are located within the coastal zone shall carefully review 
the applicable local coastal program for potential conflicts, and involve the California Coastal 
Commission as early as possible in the project-level EIR process. 

2.9(g) Relevant Conservation Measures, including species surveys and road design require-
ments, shall also apply, wherever feasible, to non-covered MTC transportation projects that fall 
within the ECCC HCP boundaries, as well as Plan projects outside the ECCC HCP boundaries, 
because. issues related to wildlife road mortality, habitat fragmentation, wildlife corridor connec-
tivity, and pre-and post-project wildlife monitoring are applicable to all transportation projects, 
not just those located within the HCP coverage area. For rural infrastructure projects, this in-
cludes but is not limited to the following Conservation Measure: 

Conservation Measure 1.14: Design Requirements for Covered Roads outside the UDA 

Siting Requirements 

• Planned roads will be located in the least environmentally sensitive location feasible and will 
avoid, to the greatest extent feasible, impacts on covered species and sensitive natural com-
munities such as wetlands. Alignments will follow existing roads, easements, rights-of-way, 
and disturbed areas as appropriate to minimize additional habitat fragmentation. The foot-
print of disturbance will be minimized to the maximum extent practicable. 

• Equipment storage, fueling, and staging areas will be sited on disturbed areas or on ruderal or 
non-sensitive nonnative grassland land cover types, when these sites are available, to minim-
ize risk of direct discharge into riparian areas or other sensitive land cover types. 
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• Project surveys, including land cover mapping, will be conducted during the conceptual 
planning stage of each project (i.e., well in advance of project design) so that the results can 
inform the siting and design process. Project surveys should be conducted in as wide a study 
corridor as possible to enable project siting to minimize environmental impacts. 

• All planning survey requirements of this Plan will be followed within the construction corri-
dor (i.e., the limit of project construction plus equipment staging areas and access roads) and 
the entire road right-of-way. Expanding the survey area beyond the project footprint will help 
identify covered species and their habitats so that impacts on covered species that occur adja-
cent to the construction zone can be minimized. 

• For certain road projects, identified in Table 6-6 of the HCP, data collection will be required 
on wildlife movement through the road study corridor for at least one year prior to project 
design. Wildlife movement will be studied at the site to determine which species move across 
it, when they move, and, most importantly, which landscape features are most often used. 
These data will be used to select the most appropriate design requirements for the species and 
conditions unique to the site (see below). 

• Transportation project proponents will consult early with the HCP/NCCP Implementing 
Entity, CDFG, and USFWS on individual projects to ensure that conceptual designs (siting) 
and project designs (construction and staging areas) meet the terms of the HCP. 

Design Requirements for Wildlife Movement and Impact Minimization 

• Design requirements will be updated or changed by designs shown by the best available 
science to be more effective at facilitating safe wildlife movement across roads. The effective-
ness of road crossings for wildlife is an active area of research, so frequent advances in design 
are expected throughout the permit term. Further, improvements will be design to be dura-
ble, simple, and require the least amount of routine maintenance possible to ensure long-
term functionality. 

• Wildlife crossing needs will be assessed for each road project as a whole (for those projects 
subject to this provision, not by road segment, and for each wildlife species likely to need to 
cross the facility. Data will be collected on wildlife movements at the proposed project site for 
at least 1 year. These data will inform the design of wildlife movement structures suitable for 
the site and the species that use the area. 

• Road undercrossings will be constructed at frequent intervals to allow wildlife movement. A 
combination of large structures (bridges, large culverts, or large tunnels) spaced at greater in-
tervals and small structures (small culverts or tunnels) spaced at frequent intervals will be 
used to accommodate a wide variety of wildlife species. However, placement of undercross-
ings in areas where wildlife are most likely to use them is more important than maintaining a 
certain frequency or spacing. Wildlife crossings that serve multiple species should be used 
whenever possible. Crossing facilities should be installed at known travel routes, natural 
pinch points, or other topographically appropriate locations to maximize the chance of use. 
Suitable areas may include stream crossings or natural drainages. Undercrossings should be 
placed at grade whenever possible to maximize their use by wildlife. 

• Bridges, viaducts, or causeways will be used for certain projects to provide the most natural 
passageways for wildlife (i.e., to allow natural vegetation and physical features to occur in the 
undercrossing). If possible, bridges will span the bed and bank of streams and avoid or mi-
nimize bridge piers or footings within the stream, within bridge safety limits. If possible, the 
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span of bridges that cross streams should also include some upland habitat beneath their 
spans to provide dry areas for wildlife species that do not use creeks or for use during storms. 
Native plantings, natural debris, or rocks should be installed under bridges to provide wildlife 
cover and encourage the use of crossings. 

• Large wildlife crossings (for medium to large mammals) will be placed approximately once 
every mile along new or substantially expanded roads that cross wildlife movement routes. 
Small wildlife crossings will be placed approximately every 1,000 feet along new or substan-
tially expanded roads. This is the same interval of undercrossings suitable for California tiger 
salamander installed along Vasco Road in the inventory area (65 undercrossings in 13 miles). 
Within these parameters, undercrossings should be placed where wildlife are most likely to 
use them, rather than evenly spaced. The required interval can be used as an average if it can 
be demonstrated that strict adherence to the requirement will not benefit wildlife movement. 

• Tunnels or culverts must be the minimum length, height, and width necessary to provide safe 
passage under the road. Culvert designs will be based on the best available data at the time. 
Current thinking recommends that culverts designed for medium-size mammals such as San 
Joaquin kit fox, coyote, raccoon, be 5–8 feet in diameter (although culverts larger than 8 feet 
in diameter may be needed for longer crossings). Culverts designed for small mammals are 
recommended at 18–48 inches in diameter; smaller structures may be preferred by smaller 
wildlife species. Culverts should, when feasible, provide a natural substrate on which wildlife 
can travel (e.g., open bottom). It is also recommended that wildlife undercrossings using tun-
nels or culverts use grating on the inactive part of the roadbed (e.g., road shoulders) to allow 
filtration of ambient light and moisture but minimize noise intrusion. Artificial lighting in-
side tunnels or culverts is not recommended; these devices have not been shown to be effec-
tive and may deter nocturnal wildlife. 

• Fencing will be used along the roadway to direct wildlife to undercrossings and minimize 
their access to the road (see Table 6-6 for applicability). Fencing designs will be customized 
for the wildlife expected to use the undercrossing and will be based on the best available data 
at the time. Fencing must be continuous along the road and must be attached to the under-
crossing to facilitate its use. Fencing must also extend well beyond the target undercrossing to 
reduce the chance of wildlife moving around the fence. For example, four fencing designs 
have been installed along Vasco Road and monitored for their effectiveness in reducing mor-
tality of California tiger salamanders. Fencing must be monitored regularly by the applicant 
and repairs made promptly to ensure effectiveness. Wildlife undercrossings must be at the 
same or similar elevation as the fencing (e.g., along elevated roadways) to increase chances of 
their use. Vegetation must be managed along small mammal and amphibian fencing to re-
duce the opportunity for these species to climb the fence. Fencing designed for small mam-
mal or amphibian exclusion must be installed at least 8 inches deep into the soil to prevent 
small mammal burrows providing access under the fence. Where roads cross the wildlife ex-
clusion fences, gates should be used whenever possible with material at the base of the gate to 
minimize the gap between the gate and the roadbed. If gates are not feasible, an in-roadway 
barrier (e.g., wildlife grates or similar devices) or device that channels species away must be 
installed to deter wildlife from moving around fences into the road. 

• When compatible with vehicle safety, road medians should allow wildlife to cross under or 
over the median in the event they become trapped on the roadway. 
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Construction Requirements 

The following measures are specifically required for rural road and transportation projects. Other 
conservation measures described in the ECCC HCP for covered activities also apply. 

• No erodible materials will be deposited into watercourses. Brush, loose soils, or other debris 
material will not be stockpiled within stream channels or on adjacent banks. 

• All no-take species will be avoided. 

• Construction activities will comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and will consider sea-
sonal requirements for birds and migratory non-resident species, including covered species. 

• Temporary stream diversions, if required, will use sand bags or other approved methods that 
minimize in-stream impacts and effects on wildlife. 

• Silt fencing or other sediment trapping method will be installed downgradient from construc-
tion activities to minimize the transport of sediment off site. 

• Barriers will be constructed to keep wildlife out of construction sites, as appropriate. 

• Onsite monitoring will be conducted throughout the construction period to ensure that dis-
turbance limits, BMPs, and Plan restrictions are being implemented properly. 

• Active construction areas will be watered regularly to minimize the impact of dust on adja-
cent vegetation and wildlife habitats, if warranted. 

• The following construction measure will be applied differently to each rural road project, as 
specified in Table 6-6 of the ECCC HCP. 

• Install sturdy lock-boxes for cameras at each large wildlife undercrossing to facilitate wildlife 
monitoring by the Implementing Entity. Boxes shall be designed for monitoring equipment 
to be used, include a removable door, and be prewired for electricity (solar, battery, or alter-
nating current). This will provide for the least intrusive, most secure, most flexible, and most 
cost-effective way to monitor wildlife usage, while minimizing human impacts. Boxes will be 
mounted on adjustable pedestals to vary the height of the box to facilitate monitoring of tar-
get species of varying size. 

Post-construction Requirements 

• Roadside vegetation within the right-of-way and adjacent to HCP/NCCP Preserves or other 
open space areas will be controlled to prevent the spread of invasive exotic plants such as yel-
low star-thistle into nearby or adjacent preserves. 

• Vegetation and debris must be managed in and near culverts and under and near bridges to 
ensure that entryways remain open and visible to wildlife and the passage through the culvert 
or under the bridge remains clear. 

• Cut-and-fill slopes will be revegetated with native, non-invasive nonnative, or non-
reproductive (i.e., sterile hybrids) plants suitable for the altered soil conditions. 

• All structures constructed for wildlife movement (tunnels, culverts, underpasses, fences) must 
be monitored at regular intervals and repairs made promptly to ensure that the structure is in 
proper condition. 



Appendix A: Findings and Facts in Support of Findings 

A-53 

Impact Conclusion 

This impact is potentially significant, but can be reduced to a level that is less than significant 
with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that reduce the 
impact to a level that is less than significant (Finding (1)). The identified mitigation measures are 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not MTC, and those agen-
cies should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 

B. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about project location. In order for project-level environmental review to tier 
off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it must incorporate the mitigation measures 
set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR 
by project sponsors in preparing environmental documents of specific projects will help 
ensure that project-specific mitigation measures will be implemented. With implementa-
tion of these measures, the impact will be reduced to a level that is less than significant. 

C. The mitigation measures are particularly reliable because they are already enforced by ex-
isting planning documents consistency with which is an integral part of the project devel-
opment, review, and permitting processes. The mitigation measures help to ensure that 
these existing standards are met. 

Cumulative Impact 

2.9-8 Transportation 2035 Plan projects, combined with forecast urban development, could 
contribute to the removal or fragmentation of habitat area. (Draft EIR, p. 2.9-37) 

The extent of this cumulative impact cannot be determined with any precision at this time. To 
represent a reasonable worst case scenario, the impact was identified as potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

As the cumulative impacts of the transportation improvements in the proposed Transportation 
2035 Plan are the same as the direct impacts listed above (Impact 2.9-3), the mitigation measures 
for this impact would also be the same (see Mitigation 2.9(c)). Generally, these mitigation meas-
ures would be expected to reduce this potentially significant cumulative impact on biological re-
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sources to a less-than-significant level if incorporated by project sponsors. However, similar to 
the proposed project direct impacts on sensitive species (Impact 2.9-3), potential cumulative im-
pacts on special status wildlife species through the removal or fragmentation of their habitat areas 
would be significant and unavoidable. (Draft EIR, p. 2.9-38) 

Impact Conclusion 

The overall cumulative impact will remain significant and unavoidable after the incorporation of 
feasible mitigation. The project’s contribution also remains cumulatively considerable after the 
incorporation of feasible mitigation. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that reduce the 
project’s contribution to the cumulative impact (Finding (1)). The identified mitigation measures 
are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not MTC, and those 
agencies can and should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). Specific economic, legal, social, tech-
nological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers make infeasible further mitigation measures to reduce the project’s contribution 
to a less than cumulatively considerable level (Finding (3)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. Cumulative population growth and development, regardless of the proposed Project, will 
occur in the region and will result in a substantial contribution to the identified cumula-
tive impact. 

B. The EIR analysis took a conservative approach by assuming that, unless known to be ab-
sent, special status species exist in all areas that provide at least moderate quality habitat 
(Draft EIR, page 2.9-27). Potential impacts were determined by evaluating whether pro-
posed transportation improvements would occur within the potential range of a special 
status species of concern, whether projects would directly encroach upon an area of eco-
logical significance, or whether the projects could involve the filling of wetlands. As stated 
on EIR page 2.9-22, “in many cases, the project alignments, locations, or other design de-
tails are not known because the projects are in the early stages of planning or develop-
ment. As a result, this impact analysis relies largely on the potential for biological impacts 
based on proximity to sensitive resources, an analysis method that inherently tends to in-
flate the potential for adverse effects. Thus, while such impacts may be identified in this 
EIR, upon project implementation it is anticipated that actual impacts will be incremen-
tally smaller. Laws and regulations protecting special-status species, areas of ecological 
significance, and wetland resources are effective incentives for project proponents to de-
sign alternatives that either avoid or substantially reduce impacts on these resources.” 

C. Proposed mitigation measures, along with conformity with existing federal, State, and lo-
cal regulations, are expected to reduce the overall cumulative effect, as well as the Plan’s 
contribution to the overall cumulative effect. 

D. However, due to the programmatic level of analysis in the EIR and lack of project-specific 
plans, it is not possible to define the exact extent of potential impact, so it is not possible 
to ascertain with certainty whether the identified mitigation measures for these impacts 
will reduce impacts to levels considered “not significant.” However, it is likely that, with 
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proper design and planning, much of the identified potential impact can be avoided or 
minimized. 

E. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 

F. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about project location. This future project-level environmental review will de-
termine whether impacts can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. In order for 
project-level environmental review to tier off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it 
must incorporate the mitigation measures set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR by project sponsors in preparing environ-
mental documents of specific projects will help ensure that project-specific mitigation 
measures will be implemented. 

G. The mitigation measures are particularly reliable because many are already enforced by 
existing agencies and regulatory standards which are integral parts of the project devel-
opment, review, and permitting processes. The mitigation measures help to ensure that 
these existing standards and regulations are met. 

H. The nature of the program-level evaluation of impacts is such that not enough is known 
about the specific project-level conditions to determine if the proposed mitigation meas-
ures will in fact be feasible and effective. Social, economic, legal, and technological condi-
tions related to the ultimate design of individual projects will be factors in the feasibility 
of proposed mitigation measures at the project level. In particular, because the precise lo-
cation of specific construction projects is still largely unknown, the feasibility and effec-
tiveness of alternative alignments to specific projects is also largely unknown, and yet lo-
calized construction-related impacts could cause regionally substantial fragmentation of 
habitat area, particularly as it serves special status species, this analysis therefore cannot 
be sure of the ultimate effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measures. 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

Impact 

2.10-1 Transportation 2035 Plan projects could affect visual resources during their construc-
tion. (Draft EIR, p. 2.10-9) 

Mitigation Measures 

2.10(a) As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual 
project pursuant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall 
consider adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively consi-
derable environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status 
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reports of compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. Mi-
tigation measures to reduce significant visual impacts that shall be considered by project sponsors 
and decision-makers may include programs for reducing the visibility of construction staging 
areas, for fencing and screening these areas with low contrast materials consistent with the sur-
rounding environment, and for revegetating graded slopes and exposed earth surfaces at the ear-
liest opportunity. 

Impact Conclusion 

This impact is potentially significant, but can be reduced to a level that is less than significant 
with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that reduce the 
impact to a level that is less than significant (Finding (1)). The identified mitigation measures are 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not MTC, and those agen-
cies should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 

B. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about project location. In order for project-level environmental review to tier 
off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it must incorporate the mitigation measures 
set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR 
by project sponsors in preparing environmental documents of specific projects will help 
ensure that project-specific mitigation measures will be implemented. With implementa-
tion of these measures, the impact will be reduced to a level that is less than significant. 

Impact 

2.10-2 Construction of certain Transportation 2035 Plan projects could adversely affect visu-
al resources by adding or expanding transportation facilities in rural or open space areas, 
blocking public views, or changing the visual character and quality of designated or eligible 
State Scenic Highways. (Draft EIR, p. 2.10-9) 

Mitigation Measures 

2.10(b) As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual 
project pursuant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall 
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consider adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively consi-
derable environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status 
reports of compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. Mi-
tigation measures to reduce significant visual impacts that shall be considered by project sponsors 
and decision-makers may include, but are not limited to, those described below. 

• Design projects to minimize contrasts in scale and massing between the project and sur-
rounding natural forms and development. 

• Site or design projects to minimize their intrusion into important viewsheds; 

• Use see-through safety barrier designs (e.g. railings rather than walls) when possible; 

• Develop interchanges and transit lines at the grade of the surrounding land to limit view 
blockage wherever possible; 

• Contour the edges of major cut and fill slopes to provide a more natural looking finished pro-
file and use natural shapes, textures, colors, and scale to minimize contrasts between the 
project and surrounding areas; 

• Design landscaping along highway corridors to add significant natural elements and visual 
interest to soften the hard edged, linear travel experience that would otherwise occur; 

• Complete design studies for projects in designated or eligible State Scenic Highway corridors. 
Consider the “complete” highway system and develop mitigation measures to minimize im-
pacts on the quality of the views or visual experience that originally qualified the highway for 
Scenic designation. 

Impact Conclusion 

The impact may remain significant and unavoidable after implementing feasible mitigation 
measures. 

Findings 

The identified mitigation measures are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public 
agencies, and not MTC, and those agencies should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). Specific 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of employ-
ment opportunities for highly trained workers make infeasible further mitigation to reduce the 
impact to less than significant (Finding (3)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 

B. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
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proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about project location. This future project-level environmental review will de-
termine whether impacts can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. In order for 
project-level environmental review to tier off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it 
must incorporate the mitigation measures set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR by project sponsors in preparing environ-
mental documents of specific projects will help ensure that project-specific mitigation 
measures will be implemented. 

C. The nature of the program-level evaluation of impacts is such that not enough is known 
about the specific project-level conditions to determine if the proposed mitigation meas-
ures will in fact be feasible and effective. Social, economic, legal, and technological condi-
tions related to the ultimate design of individual projects will be factors in the feasibility 
of proposed mitigation measures at the project level. In particular, with visual impacts of 
transportation projects, a lot depends on the setting, as well as the culture and values of 
the communities adjacent to the transportation corridor where a project is constructed. 

Impact 

2.10-3 The construction of soundwalls along freeways and arterials could significantly alter 
views. (Draft EIR, p. 2.10-12) 

Mitigation Measures 

2.10(c) As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual 
project pursuant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall 
consider adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively consi-
derable environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status 
reports of compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. Mi-
tigation measures to reduce significant visual impacts associated with soundwalls that shall be 
considered by project sponsors and decision-makers may include, but are not limited to, those 
described below. 

• Develop new or expanded roadways below the grade of surrounding areas to minimize the 
need for tall soundwalls. 

• Use transparent panels to preserve views where soundwalls would block views from resi-
dences. 

• Use landscaped earth berm or a combination wall and berm to minimize the apparent 
soundwall height. 

• Construct soundwalls of materials whose color and texture complements the surrounding 
landscape and development. 

• Design soundwalls to increase visual interest, reduce apparent height, and be visually compat-
ible with the surrounding area. 

• Landscape the soundwalls with plants that screen the soundwall, preferably with either native 
vegetation or landscaping that complements the dominant landscaping of surrounding areas. 
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Impact Conclusion 

This impact is potentially significant, but can be reduced to a level that is less than significant 
with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that reduce the 
impact to a level that is less than significant (Finding (1)). The identified mitigation measures are 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not MTC, and those agen-
cies can and should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 

B. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about project location. In order for project-level environmental review to tier 
off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it must incorporate the mitigation measures 
set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR 
by project sponsors in preparing environmental documents of specific projects will help 
ensure that project-specific mitigation measures will be implemented. With implementa-
tion of these measures, the impact will be reduced to a level that is less than significant. 

C. The nature of the program-level evaluation of impacts is such that not enough is known 
about the specific project-level conditions to determine if the proposed mitigation meas-
ures will in fact be feasible. Social, economic, legal, and technological conditions related 
to the ultimate design of individual projects will be factors in the feasibility of proposed 
mitigation measures at the project level. In particular, with visual impacts of transporta-
tion projects related to soundwalls, a lot depends on the land use needs, values, and pre-
vious experiences of the communities adjacent to the transportation corridor where a 
project is constructed. 

Cumulative Impact 

2.10-4 Concurrent implementation of the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan and regional 
and local land use plans would result in a cumulatively considerable change in the visual cha-
racter of many areas in the region. (Draft EIR, p. 2.10-13) 

Mitigation Measures 

2.10(a) through 2.10(c), listed above. 
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Impact Conclusion 

The overall cumulative impact will remain significant and unavoidable after the incorporation of 
feasible mitigation. The project’s contribution, however, is not cumulatively considerable after 
the incorporation of feasible mitigation. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that reduce the 
project’s contribution to less than cumulatively considerable (Finding (1)). The identified mitiga-
tion measures are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not 
MTC, and those agencies should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). Specific economic, legal, so-
cial, technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for 
highly trained workers make infeasible further mitigation to reduce the cumulative impact to less 
than significant (Finding (3)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. Cumulative population growth and development, regardless of the proposed Project, will 
occur in the region and will result in a substantial contribution to the identified cumula-
tive impact. 

B. The extent of this cumulative impact cannot be determined with any precision at this 
time. To represent a reasonable worst case scenario, the impact was identified as poten-
tially significant. 

C. Proposed mitigation measures, along with conformity with existing federal, State, and lo-
cal regulations, are expected to reduce the overall cumulative effect, as well as the Plan’s 
contribution to the overall cumulative effect. 

D. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 

E. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about project location. This future project-level environmental review will de-
termine whether impacts can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. In order for 
project-level environmental review to tier off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it 
must incorporate the mitigation measures set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR by project sponsors in preparing environ-
mental documents of specific projects will help ensure that project-specific mitigation 
measures will be implemented. 

F. The nature of the program-level evaluation of impacts is such that not enough is known 
about the specific project-level conditions to determine if the proposed mitigation meas-
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ures will in fact be feasible and effective. Social, economic, legal, and technological condi-
tions related to the ultimate design of individual projects will be factors in the feasibility 
of proposed mitigation measures at the project level. In particular, with cumulative visual 
impacts of transportation projects, a lot depends on the setting for various projects, and 
the land use needs, values, and previous experiences of the communities adjacent to the 
transportation corridors where projects are constructed. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Impact 

2.11-1 Transportation 2035 Plan projects that involve ground-disturbing activities and/or 
the introduction or alteration of visual elements have the potential to disturb, destroy, or sig-
nificantly affect archaeological, paleontological, and/or geological resources and/or human 
remains. (Draft EIR, p. 2.11-11) 

Mitigation Measures 

2.11(a) As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual 
project pursuant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall 
consider adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively consi-
derable environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status 
reports of compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. Mi-
tigation measures to reduce impacts on archaeological, paleontological, and/or geological re-
sources and/or human remains that shall be considered by project sponsors and decision-makers 
may include, but are not limited to, those described below. 

• Face-to-face consultation with Native American tribes and individuals with cultural affilia-
tions where the project is proposed to determine the potential for, or existence of, cultural re-
sources, including cemeteries and sacred places, prior to project design and implementation 
stages. 

• Preparation of a research design and testing plan in advance of implementation of the con-
struction project, in order to efficiently facilitate the avoidance of cultural sites throughout 
the development process. 

• Written assessment by a qualified tribal representative of sites or corridors with no identified 
cultural resources but which still have a moderate to high potential for containing tribal cul-
tural resources. 

• Upon “late discovery” of prehistoric archaeological resources during construction, project 
sponsors shall consult with the Native American tribe as well as with the “Most-Likely-
Descendant” as designated by the Native American Heritage Commission pursuant to PRC 
5097. 

• Preservation in place; this is the preferred manner of mitigating impacts to archeological sites 
because it maintains the relationship between artifacts and the archeological context, and it 
may also avoid conflict with religious or cultural values of groups associated with the site. 
This may be achieved through incorporation within parks, green-space, or other open space 
by re-designing project using open space or undeveloped lands. This may also be achieved by 
following procedures for capping the site underneath a paved area. When avoiding and pre-
serving in place are infeasible, a data recovery plan may be prepared according to CEQA Sec-
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tion 15126.4. A data recovery plan consists of: the documentation and removal of the archeo-
logical deposit from a project site in a manner consistent with professional (and regulatory) 
standards; the subsequent inventorying, cataloguing, analysis, identification, dating, and in-
terpretation of the artifacts; and the production of a report of findings. 

Impact Conclusion 

This impact is potentially significant, but can be reduced to a level that is less than significant 
with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that reduce the 
impact to a level that is less than significant (Finding (1)). The identified mitigation measures are 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not MTC, and those agen-
cies should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 

B. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about project location. In order for project-level environmental review to tier 
off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it must incorporate the mitigation measures 
set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR 
by project sponsors in preparing environmental documents of specific projects will help 
ensure that project-specific mitigation measures will be implemented. With implementa-
tion of these measures, the impact will be reduced to a level that is less than significant. 

Impact 

2.11-2 Transportation 2035 Plan projects have the potential to disturb or destroy historical 
resources. (Draft EIR, p. 2.11-13) 

Mitigation Measures 

2.11(b) As project sponsors prepare the environmental review document for their individual 
project pursuant to CEQA/NEPA and prior to environmental certification, project sponsors shall 
consider adopting appropriate measures that would minimize or eliminate cumulatively consi-
derable environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA/NEPA. MTC shall be provided with status 
reports of compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. Mi-
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tigation measures to reduce impacts on historical that shall be considered by project sponsors and 
decision-makers may include, but are not limited to, those described below. 

• Assessment by a qualified professional of structures greater than 40 years in age within the 
area of potential effect to determine their eligibility for recognition under State, federal, or lo-
cal historic preservation criteria. 

• The treatment of identified historic resources in accordance with either the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, 
Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings or Standards for Rehabilita-
tion and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. 

Impact Conclusion 

This impact is potentially significant, but can be reduced to a level that is less than significant 
with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that reduce the 
impact to a level that is less than significant (Finding (1)). The identified mitigation measures are 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not MTC, and those agen-
cies can and should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 

B. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about project location. In order for project-level environmental review to tier 
off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it must incorporate the mitigation measures 
set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR 
by project sponsors in preparing environmental documents of specific projects will help 
ensure that project-specific mitigation measures will be implemented. With implementa-
tion of these measures, the impact will be reduced to a level that is less than significant. 

Cumulative Impact 

2.11-3 Transportation 2035 Plan projects, combined with projected future population 
growth and development, may result in a cumulative disturbance of cultural resources. (Draft 
EIR p. 2.11-14) 
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Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation measures 2.11(a) and 2.11(b), above. 

Impact Conclusion 

The overall cumulative impact will remain significant and unavoidable after the incorporation of 
feasible mitigation. The project’s contribution, however, is not cumulatively considerable after 
the incorporation of feasible mitigation. 

Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that reduce the 
project’s contribution to less than cumulatively considerable (Finding (1)). The identified mitiga-
tion measures are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of other public agencies, and not 
MTC, and those agencies can and should adopt the measures (Finding (2)). 

Facts in Support of Findings 

A. Cumulative population growth and development, regardless of the proposed Project, will 
occur in the region and will result in a substantial contribution to the identified cumula-
tive impact. 

B. Proposed mitigation measures, along with conformity with existing federal, State, and lo-
cal regulations, are expected to reduce the overall cumulative effect, as well as the Plan’s 
contribution to the overall cumulative effect. 

C. The mitigation measures address site-specific factors that must be considered for each in-
dividual transportation project, rather than within the overall Transportation 2035 Plan. 
Therefore, implementation of the identified mitigation measures relies on the efforts of 
other agencies, namely the project sponsor(s) (lead agency) who will be responsible for 
complying with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for individual projects. MTC will use the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program to help to ensure that proposed mitigation measures are 
incorporated into project environmental review documents. 

D. The mitigation measures are appropriate for reducing the impacts identified at the pro-
gram level. Specific mitigation measures that meet or exceed the requirements of these 
proposed measures will have to be implemented by project sponsors for impacts identi-
fied during the environmental evaluation of individual projects, particularly as they relate 
to details about project location. In order for project-level environmental review to tier 
off the program EIR for the Plan, however, it must incorporate the mitigation measures 
set forth therein (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, subd. (c)(3)). Thus, the use of this EIR 
by project sponsors in preparing environmental documents of specific projects will help 
ensure that project-specific mitigation measures will be implemented. Implementation of 
the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan, and mitigation measures, will not result in a con-
siderable contribution to this cumulative impact. 
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FINDINGS REGARDING ALTERNATIVES 

INTRODUCTION 

CEQA requires an EIR to consider a reasonable range of alternatives to a proposed project or to 
the location of the proposed project which would “feasibly attain most the basic objectives of the 
project” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a)). Section 15126.6, subdivision (f) of the CEQA 
Guidelines limits the alternatives that must be considered in the EIR to those “that would avoid 
or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.” 

Where a lead agency has determined that, even after the adoption of all feasible mitigation meas-
ures, a Project as proposed will still cause one or more significant adverse environmental effects 
that cannot be substantially lessened or avoided, the agency, prior to approving the Project as mi-
tigated, must first determine whether, with respect to such impacts, there remain any Project al-
ternatives that are both environmentally superior and feasible within the meaning of CEQA. 

Based on the analysis in the EIR, the project as proposed is expected to result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts. The alternatives to the project were designed to avoid or reduce these sig-
nificant and unavoidable impacts and to further reduce impacts that are found to be less than 
significant following mitigation. MTC has reviewed the significant impacts associated with a rea-
sonable range of alternatives as compared with the project as originally proposed, and in evaluat-
ing the alternatives has also considered each alternative’s feasibility, taking into account econom-
ic, environmental, social, legal, and other factors. 

This Section describes the project objectives and attributes of the alternatives and provides the 
Commission’s reasons for rejecting the alternatives. (See also Appendix B of this document: 
Statement of Overriding Considerations in Appendix B.) 
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GOALS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE PROJECT 

MTC hereby finds that the following goals and objectives were established by MTC for the 
Transportation 2035 Plan:  

Approved Performance Objectives 

 Goal Performance Objectives 

Ec
on

om
y 

Maintenance & 
Safety 

Maintenance 

• Maintain local road pavement condition index (PCI) of 75 or greater for local 
streets and roads 

• State highway distressed pavement condition lane-miles not to exceed 10% of total 
system 

• Achieve an average age for all transit asset types that is no more than 50% of their 
useful life 

• Increase the average number of miles between service calls for transit service in 
the region to 8,000 miles 

Collisions/Fatalities 

• Reduce fatalities from motor-vehicle collisions by 15 percent from today by 2035 
• Reduce bicycle and pedestrian fatalities attributed to motor vehicle collisions by 25 

percent each from 2000 by 2035 
• Reduce bicycle and pedestrian injuries attributed to motor vehicle collisions by 25 

percent each from 2000 by 2035 

Reliability; Effi-
cient Freight 
Travel; Security 
& Emergency 
Management 

• Reduce per-capita delay by 20 percent from today by 2035 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t Clean Air; Cli-

mate Protec-
tion 

• Reduce daily per-capita vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by 10 percent from today by 
2035 

• Reduce emissions of finer particulates (PM2.5) by 10 percent from today by 2035 
• Reduce emissions of coarse particulates (PM10) by 45 percent from today by 2035 
• Reduce carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2035 

Eq
ui

ty
 Equitable 

Access; 
Livable Com-
munities 

• Decrease by 10 percent the combined share of low-income and lower-middle in-
come residents’ household income consumed by transportation and housing 

 

The components of the Transportation 2035 Plan are designed to fully achieve the project objec-
tives. The Plan is divided into the financially constrained element and the financially-
unconstrained element. With this comprehensive set of projects, the Plan meets the project objec-
tives better than any of the other alternatives. 

ALTERNATIVES SUMMARIZED 

The Transportation 2035 Plan EIR considers four alternatives to the proposed Transportation 
2035 Plan in addition to the CEQA-required analysis of a No Project alternative. A full descrip-
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tion of the alternatives and alternative selection process is in Chapter 3.1 of the DEIR. The alter-
natives are as follows: 

Alternative 1: No Project 

The No Project alternative addresses the effect of not implementing the Transportation 2035 
Plan. This alternative includes a set of transportation projects and programs that are in advanced 
planning stages and slated to go forward since they have full funding commitments. (Therefore, 
the No Project alternative is not equivalent to existing conditions.) These projects are: (1) identi-
fied in the federally required Fiscal Year 2009 Transportation Improvement Program, a four-year 
funding program of Bay Area projects and programs, (2) not yet in the TIP but are fully funded 
sales tax projects authorized by voters in seven Bay Area counties, including San Francisco, Santa 
Clara, San Mateo, Alameda, Contra Costa, Sonoma and Marin, or (3) not yet in the TIP but fully 
funded through other committed funds as defined by statute or Commission policy. This alterna-
tive does not include transportation projects and programs funded by the $32 billion in uncom-
mitted discretionary funds. 

Alternative 2: Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis 

This alternative is financially constrained to the $220 billion projected revenue available to the 
region over the next 25-years. Unlike the proposed Project, this Heavy Maintenance/Climate Pro-
tection alternative places its investment emphasis almost entirely on system maintenance and 
efficiency projects that support the plan goals.  

This alternative maximizes the use of available discretionary funds for investments that (1) re-
duce shortfalls for transit and local roadway maintenance; (2) improve walkability, bicycling, 
transit access, and carpooling and ridesharing; (3) help local jurisdictions to plan and build hous-
ing near transit; and (4) implement public education and outreach programs to raise awareness 
and facilitate behavior changes that help the region to meet its climate protection goal. The set of 
projects and programs in this alternative is designed to reduce vehicle miles traveled and/or 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

This alternative retains the plan expenditures for the $194 billion in committed funds because 
these funds are committed to specific uses by statute or Commission policy, but redirects un-
committed discretionary revenues. Because this alternative focuses on system maintenance and 
efficiency, it excludes all expansion, including the Regional HOT Network and the transit and 
roadway expansion projects that in the proposed Project are funded in part by the $32 billion dis-
cretionary funds. As a result of the exclusion of the Regional HOT Network, the $6.1 billion in 
net revenue that the Regional HOT Network would generate is not available to fund corridor im-
provements (such as transit operating and capital needs, freeway operations, interchanges, road-
way maintenance and local access improvements). This leaves $26 billion in uncommitted discre-
tionary funds that are redirected to other maintenance and climate protection priorities. 

Alternative 3: Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis + Pricing 

This alternative reflects the same project definition as Alternative 2 (Heavy Maintenance/Climate 
Protection Emphasis) plus it includes applying user-based pricing strategies in order to determine 
how pricing might influence the performance of infrastructure investments. The pricing strate-
gies are intended to induce changes in travel behavior by increasing the cost of driving. They in-
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clude: (a) carbon tax or tax on vehicle miles driven, (b) congestion fee for using congested free-
ways during peak periods, and (c) increased parking charges. 

To represent the carbon tax or VMT tax, gas prices are assumed to increase by 21 percent from 
$7.47 per gallon to $9.07 in 2035 (all in 2008 current dollars). Overall, the total auto operating 
cost per mile would also increase by 21 percent, from 39 cents per mile to 47 cents per mile. For 
the congestion fee, a charge of 25-cents per mile on congested freeways is added to freeway seg-
ments where the volume-to-capacity ratio exceeds 0.90 (very congested facilities). For the parking 
charge, parking costs are increased by $1.00 per hour to both peak and off-peak trips. This im-
pacts both work and non-work trips, and has a higher impact on short trips than long trips. So, 
these increased parking costs will end up showing more non-motorized (bicycling and walking) 
trips in the pricing tests. The aggregate effect of these pricing strategies is a substantial increase in 
auto operating cost. This alternative aims to encourage more people to bike, walk and take tran-
sit, drive less, and produce less transportation-related greenhouse gas emissions by making it very 
expensive to drive. 

MTC tested these pricing strategies as part of the vision scenario analysis in fall 2007 in response 
to expressed interest by the State legislators to pursue a carbon tax, VMT tax or congestion pric-
ing and public interest to increase parking charges. These pricing strategies were tested under this 
alternative for CEQA evaluation purposes. At this time, MTC has no legislative authority to im-
plement the pricing strategies described in this alternative. 

Alternative 4: Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis + Land Use 

This alternative reflects the same project definition as Alternative 2 (Heavy Maintenance/Climate 
Protection Emphasis) plus it includes an alternative land use forecast in order to determine how a 
different kind of regional growth might influence the performance of infrastructure investments. 
This alternative land use forecast is a policy forecast, as opposed to a purely market-driven out-
come. ABAG staff produced this alternative land use forecast with the objective of balancing jobs 
and housing and targeting growth in existing communities and near transit. Compared to Projec-
tions 2007, this forecast reflects considerable shifts in regional growth away from the fringes and 
toward existing employment and housing centers, areas projected to have either household or 
employment growth, and areas with existing and/or planned transit. It also assumes fewer in-
commuters from neighboring regions by accommodating 37,000 more households within the Bay 
Area. This alternative assumes no pricing strategy. 

This alternative is expected to maximize transit use and reduce auto trips and vehicle miles tra-
veled because the land use strategy places projected population growth near existing and planned 
transit services and employment centers. However, much of the land surrounding existing and 
planned transit stations may not be currently zoned for higher density residential and commer-
cial uses. To encourage transit-oriented development, local land use policy will need to be mod-
ified to allow for higher densities than currently allowed and to revise parking regulations to sup-
port transit-oriented development. 

This alternative assumes that the regional planning agencies of ABAG, the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD), the Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
(BCDC) and MTC will collaborate to promote and achieve more focused urban growth than es-
timated in Projections 2007, in part through existing and planned programs and improvements 
contemplated by this alternative. Specific policy approaches have not been selected, however, 
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some possible examples of regional policy approaches and implementation mechanisms to 
achieve the alternative land use forecast include increasing public awareness of the impacts of 
travel and location decisions, continuing to coordinate with local governments on land use deci-
sions and parking policies and standards that impact transportation investments and vice versa, 
providing financial incentives to support Priority Development Areas (PDAs), and expanding the 
MTC Transit-Oriented Development Policy to include minimum employment densities and re-
gional transit centers. The regional agencies must also work with local jurisdictions to modify the 
land use elements of their general plans, which is a key driver to implementing this land use strat-
egy. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES 

MTC examined a reasonable range of alternatives to the Transportation 2035 Plan. This analysis 
is fully documented in the Draft EIR on the Transportation 2035 Plan. Based on this examina-
tion, MTC has determined that (1) there are tradeoffs in impacts associated with the various al-
ternatives, (2) alternatives can have better environmental outcomes than the proposed Project 
relative to significance criteria and yet still have significant and unavoidable effects under those 
same criteria, (3) the alternatives may result in varying degrees of achieving the Transportation 
2035 Plan goals, and (4) there are significant feasibility issues related to implementation of the 
Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis + Pricing Strategies alternative (the environ-
mentally superior alternative). 

Environmentally Superior Alternative 

According to the analysis in the Draft EIR, the Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis 
+ Pricing alternative and the Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection + Land Use alternative per-
form better than the proposed Project overall, while the No Project and the Heavy Mainten-
ance/Climate Protection Emphasis alternative perform comparably or slightly worse than the 
proposed Project (See Draft EIR, p. 3.1-38; see also id. at Table 3.1-16). 

The Draft EIR concluded that both the No Project and Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection 
Emphasis alternatives may result in more congestion than the proposed Project in those areas 
where necessary new capacity (auto or transit) is not provided. These two alternatives would also 
result in fewer jobs accessible by auto and transit. This effect would in turn result in these alterna-
tives performing deficiently (in comparison to the proposed Project and the other alternatives) 
with respect to reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT). The 1 percent increase in vehicle use un-
der these alternatives would also result in greater air quality impacts. The No Project and Heavy 
Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis alternatives would also result in greater consumption 
of transportation energy and would not result in any improvement over the proposed Project 
with respect to climate change impacts. Finally, these two alternatives would produce greater Ge-
ology and Seismicity impacts, to the extent that seismic upgrades would not be carried out. The 
No Project and Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis alternatives would also result 
in greatest noise impacts. 

In some impact categories, such as Land Use, Visual Resources and Cultural Resources, the No 
Project alternative performed better than the proposed Project and all three Heavy Mainten-
ance/Climate Protection Emphasis alternatives. 

Though both the Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis alternative + Land Use alter-
native and Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection + Pricing alternative perform very well, this 
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CEQA analysis concludes that the Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis + Pricing 
alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, primarily because: 

• It demonstrated less impact in several categories than the proposed Project and the other al-
ternatives, including Energy and Climate Change; 

• It has more potential flexibility to apply and adjust pricing controls to current needs; 

• It can in theory be applied “immediately” and begin realizing environmental benefits sooner 
than land use change; and 

• It has a stronger potential market influence on new “green” technologies than land use 
changes. 

Impacts Relative to the Project’s Significant Impacts 

While the Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis + Pricing Strategies Alternative was 
found to be environmentally superior to the proposed Project and the other alternatives eva-
luated, it and all of the other alternatives also have potentially significant impacts in one or more 
issue areas that cannot be mitigated. In particular, if held to the same level of scrutiny to which 
the proposed Project was held, all four alternatives are likely to result in eight of the nine same 
significant and unavoidable impacts found when evaluating the proposed Project. This is because 
a significant and unavoidable impact may still occur even if one alternative is incrementally better 
than another. A summary of the alternatives’ environmental performance relative to the pro-
posed Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts is provided below: 

• Vehicle Miles Traveled at Level of Service F. When comparing vehicle miles traveled at Lev-
el of Service F for all facility types, all four alternatives perform substantively worse than the 
proposed Project (anywhere from 14 to 69 percent more vehicle miles traveled at LOS F in 
2035). These results suggest that all four alternatives would also have a significant and un-
avoidable impact on vehicle miles traveled at LOS F; 

• Construction-related Emissions of Criteria Pollutants. When comparing construction-
related emissions of criteria pollutants, it is estimated that each of the alternatives would re-
sult in fewer construction–related emissions because there are fewer projects to construct; 
however, there are no region-level estimates for construction-related emissions and the sig-
nificant and unavoidable conclusion for the proposed Project is based less on the efficacy of 
mitigation measures than on the uncertainty of the specific local context at the time that 
projects go into construction. This same uncertainty would apply to all of the alternatives, 
suggesting that they too, could have significant unavoidable impacts related to construction 
emissions under certain local circumstances; 

• PM10 and PM2.5 Emissions. When comparing PM10 and PM2.5 emissions, the Heavy 
Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis + Land Use Strategies Alternative and the Heavy 
Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis + Pricing Strategies Alternative result in slightly 
(less than 3 percent) less particulate matter emissions than the proposed Project while the No 
Project alternative and the Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis alternative re-
sult in slightly more particulate matter emissions than the proposed Project. However, all al-
ternatives result in substantially more particulate matter emissions than under existing condi-
tions. These results suggest that all four alternatives would also have a significant and un-
avoidable impact on particulate matter emissions; 
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• Conversion of Prime and Important Farmland to Transportation Use. When comparing 
the individually and cumulatively considerable conversion of farmland, including prime agri-
cultural land designated by the State of California, to transportation use, each of the alterna-
tives is estimated to convert substantially less Prime and Important farmland to transporta-
tion use relative to the proposed Project. However, as described in the Draft EIR, the metho-
dology is conservative and designed to overestimate the potential for impact. Furthermore, of 
the Bay Area’s 2.3 million acres of agricultural lands, the potential impact of the proposed 
Project (about 1,400 acres) represents 6 one-hundredths of a percent of all agricultural lands 
in the Bay Area, while the potential impact of each alternative (between 260 and 300 acres) 
represents one one-hundredth of a percent of all agricultural lands in the Bay Area. The find-
ing of a significant unavoidable impact is less a factor of scale of change than an acknowled-
gement that agricultural lands in the Bay Area are under intense development pressure. In 
that respect, all four alternatives could be expected to have a cumulatively considerable con-
tribution to this significant cumulative impact; 

• Short-term Community Disruption. When comparing disruption of existing land uses, 
neighborhoods, and communities in the short-term, each of the alternatives involves substan-
tially less new construction activity than the proposed Project, and thus would be expected to 
result in less displacement of land use activities and disruption of travel corridors, mobility, 
and quality of life conditions (e.g. noise and air quality) for nearby communities. However, as 
described in the Draft EIR, the methodology is conservative and designed to overestimate the 
potential for impact. Furthermore, the significant unavoidable conclusion for the proposed 
Project is based not on the efficacy of mitigation measures themselves, but on the uncertainty 
of the specific local context at the time that projects go into construction. This same uncer-
tainty would apply to all of the alternatives, suggesting that they too, could cause significant 
short-term community disruption under certain circumstances; 

• Noise Levels along Some Travel Corridors. When comparing cumulatively considerable in-
crease in noise levels along some travel corridors, all alternatives result in more noise impact 
than the proposed Project. These results suggest that all four alternatives also have a cumula-
tively considerable contribution to this significant cumulative impact; 

• Adverse Effects on Special-Status Species. When comparing adverse effects on special-status 
plant and/or wildlife species identified as endangered, candidate, and/or special status by the 
CDFG or USFWS, each of the alternatives would likely result in less potential direct, con-
struction-related impacts on special status species due to the fact that more new construction 
would occur at more locations under the proposed Project than under the other alternatives. 
However, as described in the Draft EIR, the methodology is conservative and designed to 
overestimate the potential for impact. In many cases, the project alignments, locations, or 
other design details are not known because the projects are in the early stages of planning or 
development. As a result, this impact analysis relies largely on the potential for biological im-
pacts based on proximity to sensitive resources, an analysis method that inherently tends to 
inflate the potential for adverse effects. Due to the programmatic level of analysis in the EIR 
and lack of project-specific plans, it is not possible to define the exact extent of potential im-
pact, so it is not possible to ascertain with certainty whether the identified mitigation meas-
ures for these impacts will reduce impacts to levels considered “not significant.” Due to this 
uncertainty, this impact is considered potentially significant and unavoidable for all alterna-
tives; 

• Conversion of Undeveloped Land Contributing to the Removal or Fragmentation of Ha-
bitat Area. When comparing cumulatively considerable conversion of undeveloped land to 
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urban uses, contributing to the removal or fragmentation of habitat area, each of the alterna-
tives would likely result in less potential contribution to construction-related impacts on wet-
lands, special status species, and designated or proposed critical habitat due to the fact that 
more new construction would occur at more locations under the proposed Project than un-
der the other alternatives. While the Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis + 
Land Use Strategies alternative is expected to be the most effective at preventing fragmenta-
tion of habitat area, due to the programmatic level of analysis in the EIR and lack of project-
specific plans, it is not possible to define the exact extent of potential impact, so it is not poss-
ible to ascertain with certainty whether the identified mitigation measures for these impacts 
will reduce impacts to levels considered “not significant.” Due to this uncertainty, the contri-
bution of the alternatives to the significant cumulative impact is considered cumulatively 
considerable; 

• Degradation of Visual Resources. When comparing individual and cumulative degradation 
of visual resources by adding or expanding development in rural or open space areas, block-
ing views from adjoining areas, blocking or intruding into important vistas, and changing the 
scale, character, and quality of designated or eligible Scenic Highways, each of the alternatives 
involves substantially less new construction activity than the proposed Project, and thus 
would be expected to result in fewer visual resource impacts than the proposed Project. In 
this issue area it is possible that the contribution of the alternatives to the significant cumula-
tive impact may not be cumulatively considerable, primarily due to the exclusion of new 
commitments construction from the networks of the alternatives. 

MTC’s conclusion from this detailed comparison is that, while selecting the environmentally su-
perior alternative may provide some better environmental results than the proposed Project, a 
complete EIR analysis of the alternative would likely reveal many if not most of the same signifi-
cant and unavoidable impacts, primarily due to the role of cumulative regional population 
growth and development which applies to every alternative considered, and secondarily due to 
the uncertainty built into a regional-scale programmatic analysis of environmental effects. All of 
the alternatives studied would result in some significant and unavoidable impacts. 

Meeting Project Objectives 

An alternative may be “infeasible” if it fails to sufficiently promote the lead agency’s underlying 
goals and objectives with respect to the Project.  In terms of objectives, the Heavy Mainten-
ance/Climate Protection Emphasis + Pricing alternative and the Heavy Maintenance/Climate 
Protection + Land Use are both likely to meet most of the basic project objectives of the proposed 
Project: 

• Maintenance & Safety (both of these alternatives provide more spending on maintenance, 
operations, and shortfalls than the proposed Project); 

• Reliability & Equitable Access (In the Transportation issue area, both of these alternatives 
demonstrated more accessibility to jobs by car and transit than the proposed Project); 

• Livable Communities (both of these alternatives provide more funding than the proposed 
Project for the Transportation for Livable Communities Program, the Regional Bicycle Net-
work, Transportation Climate Action Campaign, and the Lifeline Transportation Program); 

• Clean Air (both Land Use and Pricing alternative variations perform better than the pro-
posed Project in the Air Quality analysis); and 
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• Climate Protection (Pricing performed best and Land Use performed second-best in the 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions comparison). 

It is less clear how well the Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis + Pricing alterna-
tive and Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection + Land Use alternative would achieve the two 
remaining performance objectives, Efficient Freight Travel and Security & Emergency Manage-
ment, particularly without the full program of improvements in the proposed Project. Nonethe-
less, given that both the Pricing and the Land Use alternatives perform better than the proposed 
Project in the transportation analysis, it is reasonable to assume that they could result in equal or 
more efficient freight travel and perhaps better transportation security and emergency manage-
ment. 

FINDINGS OF ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

Public Resources Code Section 21081, subdivision (a)(3) provides that when approving a project 
for which an EIR has been prepared, a public agency may find that “specific economic, legal, so-
cial, technological, or other considerations, including considerations for the provision of em-
ployment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
alternatives identified in the environmental impact report.” 

Alternatives analyzed in the EIR need not be actually feasible, but rather need only be “potentially 
feasible.” (CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(a)); see also Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of Ocean-
side (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 477, 489 (although the respondent city ultimately rejected as infeasi-
ble several alternatives that were evaluated in an EIR, “this conclusion does not imply these alter-
natives were improperly included for discussion”; “alternatives included in an EIR need only be 
potentially feasible”). 

MTC herby makes findings (2) and (3) in regard to the No Project alternative, Heavy Mainten-
ance/Climate Protection Emphasis alternative, Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis 
+ Pricing alternative, and Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection + Land Use alternative. The 
following facts are provided in support of these findings: 

A. The No Project alternative does not include any projects that would be funded through 
the $32 billion in uncommitted discretionary funds. Thus, this alternative would not pro-
vide additional transportation infrastructure beyond that which is already committed. As 
such, this alternative would not accommodate, as well as the proposed Project, the pro-
jected growth in the Bay Area’s population and employment and the concomitant in-
creased demand for transportation infrastructure (see DEIR, Ch. 2: Transportation). Fed-
eral and state laws require MTC to develop regional transportation plans that account for 
future population growth and increased infrastructure demands. Moreover, Bay Area res-
idents and businesses rely on a functional and effective transportation system. The in-
creased gridlock and costly delay associated with inadequate transportation infrastructure 
would impede economic growth and vitality. The No Project alternative is therefore legal-
ly, socially, and economically infeasible. 

B. The Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis alternative emphasizes mainten-
ance of existing roadways and transit systems and does not direct any of the $32 billion in 
uncommitted discretionary funds to roadway expansion projects. As such, this alternative 
would also not accommodate, as well as the proposed Project, the projected growth in the 
Bay Area’s population and employment and the concomitant increased demand for 
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transportation infrastructure. Federal and state laws require MTC to develop regional 
transportation plans that account for future population growth and increased infrastruc-
ture demands. Moreover, Bay Area residents and businesses rely on a functional and ef-
fective transportation system. The increased gridlock and costly delay associated with in-
adequate transportation infrastructure would impede economic growth and vitality. The 
Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis alternative is therefore legally, socially, 
and economically infeasible. 

C. The Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis + Land Use alternative would per-
form better than both the No Project and Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Em-
phasis alternatives and would therefore more fully satisfy legal requirements, social de-
mands, and economic needs for adequate transportation infrastructure. However, the 
heightened performance of this alternative is predicated on hypothetical land use as-
sumptions that cannot be realized without substantial governmental intervention, 
through regulation or new incentives to create public funding for housing and infrastruc-
ture improvements and increased levels of public services and facilities which would be 
needed by the proposed intensification of residential development in the urban core.  

D. While local governments currently have authority over local land use decisions, the re-
gional agencies (MTC, ABAG, BCDC, and BAAQMD) have made significant progress 
towards integrating transportation and land use through regional initiatives such as the 
Transportation for Livable Communities Program that supports community revitaliza-
tion and compact development, MTC’s Transit-Oriented Development Policy that condi-
tions Resolution 3434 Regional Transit Expansion Program discretionary funding on 
supportive land uses, and ABAG’s demographic projections series (latest being Projec-
tions 2007) that lays out a realistic assessment of regional growth but recognizes emerging 
trends in markets, demographics, and local policies that promote more compact infill de-
velopment and transit-oriented development. However, more aggressive land use strate-
gies such as those tested in this alternative would be infeasible absent new regulations and 
authority. Furthermore, while some local governments are already taking steps to plan for 
transit-oriented development and other infill opportunities, unresolved conflicts with lo-
cal General Plans, “community character” concerns, and local economic development ob-
jectives would tend to substantially hinder realization of these land use assumptions. It is 
therefore currently legally infeasible for MTC to impose the land use changes discussed in 
this alternative. Furthermore, without reasonable assurance the program would perform 
as modeled absent statutory authority for implementation, this alternative is also socially 
and economically infeasible for the purposes of this regional transportation plan update. 

E. The Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis + Pricing alternative would also 
perform better than both the No Project and Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection 
Emphasis alternatives and would therefore more fully satisfy legal requirements, social 
demands, and economic needs for adequate transportation infrastructure. However, the 
heightened performance of this alternative also presumes that regional agencies have cer-
tain authority to impose new pricing strategies, most of which are subject to legislative or 
voter approval. For those strategies that require legislative or voter approval, any econom-
ic downturn reduces public support for “taxing” schemes that intentionally raise the price 
of driving, particularly in the short term before households can locate closer to urban 
centers and transit. 

F. Though the Regional HOT Network will require new legislative authority to implement 
in the Bay Area, the magnitude of the legislative changes required for the aggressive pric-
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ing strategies proposed under this alternative are greater and possibly more contentious 
than changes required for the HOT Network. Indeed, some pricing strategies such as 
parking cash-out are expressly limited in application by state law. While MTC actively 
advocates in Sacramento and Washington, DC, for expansion of statutory authority to 
implement pricing strategies such as the HOT Lane Network, the difference between 
MTC’s existing authority and that required to implement the modeled pricing strategies 
is so large it is unreasonable to assume that the alternative could be implemented effec-
tively. For example, for MTC to impose the carbon tax or VMT tax described in the Draft 
EIR, one of the following would be required: 1) the legislature would need to enact the tax 
either by a majority or a two-thirds (2/3) vote (depending on whether the tax is a special 
or general tax), 2) MTC would have to adopt the tax and this decision would have to be 
ratified by the voters through a two-thirds (2/3) majority vote (Cal. Const., art. XIII(a), 
Section 4), or 3) the voters would need to approve the tax by voting in favor of a proposi-
tion (the equivalent of Proposition 42 passed in 2002 or Proposition 1B passed in 2006). 
As to the other pricing strategies contemplated in this alternative, MTC does not have the 
authority of ability to directly impose a congestion fee for use of congested freeways, and 
only local governments can impose increases to parking prices. It is therefore currently 
legally infeasible for MTC to impose the pricing strategies discussed in this alternative. 
Without reasonable assurance the program would perform as modeled, it is infeasible to 
adopt this alternative for the purposes of this regional transportation plan update. 

G. Feasibility under CEQA may also encompass desirability to the extent that desirability is 
based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and 
technological factors. (City of Del Mar v City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 410, 
417.) The Heavy Maintenance/Climate Protection Emphasis alternative, Heavy Mainten-
ance/Climate Protection Emphasis + Land Use alternative, and the Heavy Mainten-
ance/Climate Protection Emphasis + Pricing alternative all exclude some new projects 
and programs such that they could be in conflict with countywide transportation plans as 
proposed by the CMAs. The State’s regional transportation plan guidelines state that the 
RTP should “identify and incorporate other State and local transportation plans and pro-
grams.” MTC’s regional planning process is designed to incorporate the public participa-
tion and outreach processes that were undertaken at the local level to develop the trans-
portation improvement packages proposed by CMAs for inclusion in the Transportation 
2035 Plan. This is because transportation plans and projects evolve over time, often 
through complex multi-agency consultation, public outreach and review processes. The 
regional planning process does not require agencies, at every instance, to return to 
“square one” to continually reconsider the appropriate form and impact of their long-
range planning efforts. Though the regional transportation plan must be updated every 
four years, transportation improvements take many years to plan, review, design, fund, 
and implement. Comment letters in Section 3 of the Final EIR from the Alameda County 
Congestion Management Agency, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, and 
City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County, respectively, underscore 
that their programs are not a collection of miscellaneous investments, but rather a pro-
gram of projects that are interrelated and have been vetted within each community. For 
this additional reason, these alternatives would be undesirable, and legally and socially in-
feasible. 
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RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 

In accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21167.6, subdivision (e), the record of pro-
ceedings for the MTC’s findings, alternatives analysis, and ultimate decision on the Plan includes 
the documents identified below. 

• The NOP for the preparation of the Draft EIR; 

• Public notices issued by MTC in conjunction with the Plan; 

• All comments submitted by agencies or members of the public during the comment period 
on the NOP; 

• MTC’s Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Transportation 2035 Plan, December 2008 
(includes all appendices); 

• The Association of Bay Area Government’s Projections 2007 (ABAG's biennial forecast of 
population, housing, jobs, and income for the nine-county San Francisco Bay Region); 

• MTC’s Transportation 2035 Plan Performance Assessment Report, December 2008; 

• MTC’s Bay Area High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Network Study, December 2008 Update, and 
background feasibility studies and assessments; 

• MTC’s Travel Forecasts Data Summary, December 2008; 

• MTC’s Transportation Air Quality Conformity Analysis for the Transportation 2035 Plan and 
2009 Transportation Improvement Program/Amendment #09-06, April 2009; 

• MTC’s Final Environmental Impact Report for the Transportation 2035 Plan, April 2009 (in-
cludes all appendices such as these Findings, the Statement of Overriding Considerations, and 
Mitigation Monitoring Program);  

• Land Use and Planning Consistency Information; 

• Noise Data; 

• Any minutes and/or verbatim transcripts of all information sessions, public meetings, and 
public hearings held by MTC in connection with the Plan; 

• Any documentary or other evidence submitted to the MTC at such information sessions, 
public meetings, and public hearings; 

• Any and all resolutions adopted by MTC regarding the Plan, and all staff reports, analyses, 
and summaries related to the adoption of those resolutions; 

• Matters of common knowledge to MTC, including, but not limited to federal, state, and local 
laws and regulations; 

• Any documents expressly cited in these findings, in addition to those cited above; and 

• Any other materials required for the record of proceedings by Public Resources Code Section 
21167.6, subdivision (e). 

The documents constituting the record of proceedings are available for review by responsible 
agencies and interested members of the public by appointment during normal business hours at 
the offices of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 101 Eighth Street, Oakland, CA 
94607. The custodian of these documents is MTC’s Public Information Officer. 
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INDEPENDENT REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

Under CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21082.1, subdivision (c), the lead agency must: (1) 
independently review and analyze the EIR; (2) circulate draft documents that reflect its indepen-
dent judgment; and (3) as part of the certification of an EIR, find that the report or declaration 
reflects the independent judgment of the lead agency.  

The Commission hereby finds that it has independently reviewed and analyzed the EIR, and all 
other materials in the Record of Proceedings; circulated a Draft EIR and a Final EIR that reflect 
its independent judgment; and finds that the Draft and Final EIR reflect MTC's independent 
judgment. 
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Appendix B: 
Statement of Overriding Considerations 

CEQA requires the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC or Commission) to balance 
the benefits of the Transportation 2035 Plan against its significant unavoidable environmental 
effects in determining whether to approve the project. Since the EIR identifies significant impacts 
of the Transportation 2035 Plan that cannot feasibly be mitigated to below a level of significance, 
MTC must state in writing its specific reasons for approving the project in a “statement of 
overriding considerations” pursuant to Sections 15043 and 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines. This 
Statement of Overriding Considerations sets forth the specific reasons supporting MTC’s action 
in approving the Transportation 2035 Plan, based on this EIR and other information in the 
administrative record. 

In making the statement of overriding considerations, “CEQA requires the decision-making 
agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a 
proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to 
approve the project. If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a 
proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse 
environmental effects may be considered ‘acceptable’.” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093, subd. 
(a).) 

In approving the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan, MTC makes the following Statement of 
Overriding Considerations pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081 and State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15093 in support of its findings on the Final EIR: 

The Commission has considered the information contained in the Final EIR and has fully 
reviewed and considered all of the public testimony, documentation, exhibits, reports, 
and presentations included in the record of these proceedings. The Commission 
specifically finds and determines that this Statement of Overriding Considerations is 
based upon and supported by substantial evidence in the record. 

The Commission has carefully weighed the benefits of the proposed Transportation 2035 
Plan against any adverse impacts identified in the Final EIR that could not be feasibly 
mitigated to a level of insignificance (listed in the following section). While the 
Commission has required all feasible mitigation measures, such impacts remain 
significant for purposes of adopting this Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

This Statement of Overriding Considerations applies specifically to those impacts found 
to be significant and unavoidable as set forth in the Final EIR and the record of these 
proceedings. In addition, this Statement of Overriding Considerations applies to those 
impacts that have been substantially lessened but not necessarily lessened to a level of 
insignificance. 

Based upon the goals and objectives identified in the proposed Plan and the Final EIR, 
following extensive public participation and testimony, and notwithstanding the impacts 
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that are identified in the Final EIR as being significant and potentially significant and 
which arguably may not be avoided, lessened, or mitigated to a level of insignificance, the 
Commission, acting pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081 and Section 15093 
of the State CEQA Guidelines, hereby determines that specific economic, legal, social, 
environmental, technological, and other benefits and overriding considerations of the 
proposed Plan sufficiently outweigh any remaining unavoidable, adverse environmental 
impacts of the proposed Plan and that the proposed Plan should be approved. 

The following sections briefly summarize the results of the environmental analysis on the 
proposed Project (described in more detail in the Draft EIR and Final EIR Appendix A: Findings 
and Facts in Support of Findings), and then describe the general project benefits considered by 
decision makers in determining to adopt the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan despite its 
potentially significant adverse environmental effects. 

SIGNFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

This EIR examined the environmental impacts of the Transportation 2035 Plan in the areas of 
Transportation, Air Quality, Land Use and Housing, Energy, Greenhouse Gases and Climate 
Change, Noise, Geology and Seismicity, Biological Resources, Water Resources, Visual Resources, 
Cultural Resources, and Growth Inducement. Despite identifying mitigation for each potentially 
significant impact, significant unavoidable impacts were identified in the issue areas of 
Transportation, Air Quality, Land Use and Housing, Noise, Biological Resources, and Visual 
Resources. In determining the significance of the environmental effects, two considerations are 
important to emphasize here: 

• Conservative Approach to Analysis and Conclusions. In issue areas where uncertainty 
surrounds impacts at the program level, the EIR analysis used a conservative approach to 
both assessment and conclusions. For instance, in the land use analyses, conservative impact 
areas were assumed around the centerlines of projects, because the actual alignment of many 
projects is still unknown (Draft EIR, p. 2.3-27). Land use impacts were identified by acreage 
for all land uses that potentially overlap proposed construction/expansion/widening projects. 
The biological resources assessment was also conservative because it assumed that, unless 
known to be absent, special status species exist in all areas that provide at least moderate 
quality habitat (Draft EIR, page 2.9-27). Potential impacts were determined by evaluating 
whether proposed transportation improvements would occur within the potential range of a 
special status species of concern, whether projects would directly encroach upon an area of 
ecological significance, or whether the projects could involve the filling of wetlands. As stated 
on EIR page 2.9-22, “in many cases, the project alignments, locations, or other design details 
are not known because the projects are in the early stages of planning or development. As a 
result, this impact analysis relies largely on the potential for biological impacts based on 
proximity to sensitive resources, an analysis method that inherently tends to inflate the 
potential for adverse effects. Thus, while such impacts may be identified in this EIR, upon 
project implementation it is anticipated that actual impacts will be incrementally smaller. 
Laws and regulations protecting special-status species, areas of ecological significance, and 
wetland resources are effective incentives for project proponents to design alternatives that 
either avoid or substantially reduce impacts on these resources.” Due to the programmatic 
level of analysis in the EIR and lack of project-specific plans, it is not possible to define the 
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exact extent of potential impact, so it is not possible to ascertain with certainty whether the 
identified mitigation measures for these impacts will reduce impacts to levels considered “not 
significant.” However, it is likely that, with proper design and planning, many of the 
identified impacts can be avoided or minimized. 

• Short Term and Localized Impacts. Numerous impacts of the Transportation 2035 Plan 
would be short-term effects related to construction of new transportation facilities. The 
differences in short-term impacts, once mitigated, between the Transportation 2035 Plan and 
alternatives are not substantial. This is true particularly for water resources, biological 
resources, visual resources, and cultural resources, where project-level mitigation 
opportunities are extensive and sophisticated. Short-term impacts, for the most part, can be 
mitigated to levels that are not significant. However, in some instances the EIR analysis found 
enough uncertainty around short-term and cumulative localized effects at the program level 
that the impact was identified as significant and unavoidable as a conservative estimate of the 
potential effect (see first bullet point above). This uncertainty around short-term and 
cumulative localized effects also applies to the alternatives. 

Ultimately, MTC identified significant environmental impacts that may not be mitigable as 
shown in Draft EIR Table S-1. These potentially significant and unavoidable impacts include: 

• Increased vehicle miles traveled at Level of Service F for freeways, expressways, and arterial 
facilities; 

• Increased construction-related emissions of criteria pollutants; 

• Increased PM10 and PM2.5 emissions; 

• Individually and cumulatively considerable conversion of farmland, including prime 
agricultural land designated by the State of California, to transportation use; 

• Disruption or displacement of existing land uses, neighborhoods, and communities in the 
short-term; 

• Cumulatively considerable increase in noise levels along some travel corridors; 

• Adverse effects on special-status plant and/or wildlife species identified as endangered, 
candidate, and/or special status by the CDFG or USFWS; 

• Cumulatively considerable conversion of undeveloped land to urban uses, contributing to the 
removal or fragmentation of habitat area; 

• Individual and cumulative degradation of visual resources by adding or expanding 
development in rural or open space areas, blocking views from adjoining areas, blocking or 
intruding into important vistas, and changing the scale, character, and quality of designated 
or eligible Scenic Highways. 

As described in the Findings (Appendix A of this document), many of these impacts will be 
substantially reduced through implementation of mitigation measures identified in the EIR. In 
other cases, the EIR states that impacts may be reduced to levels that are not significant, but the 
impact is still classified as “significant” because the effectiveness and feasibility of mitigation 
measures cannot be determined at this time due to the preliminary nature of the individual 
project locations and designs.  
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In many instances, the EIR has identified a mitigation that is within the responsibility and 
jurisdiction of another agency to implement. MTC believes there is substantial evidence that 
impacts identified as less than significant with mitigation will in fact be mitigated by the 
incorporation of mitigation by other agencies. To the extent that there is some remaining 
potential that impacts will not be mitigated to a less-than-significant level, MTC hereby finds that 
those impacts are acceptable, in that the benefits of the Plan outweigh the remaining potential. 

The following sections describe MTC’s reasoning for approving the proposed Plan, despite these 
potentially significant unavoidable impacts. 

PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION PLAN BENEFITS 

CEQA does not require lead agencies to analyze “beneficial impacts” in an EIR. Rather, EIRs 
focus on potential “significant effects on the environment” defined to be “adverse.” (Public 
Resources Code Section 21068) Nevertheless, decision makers may be aided by information 
about project benefits. These benefits can be cited, if necessary, in a statement of overriding 
considerations (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093). MTC’s decision to adopt the Transportation 
2035 Plan rather than any of the alternatives is based on considering the balance of these benefits 
of the proposed Project against its identified unavoidable environmental impacts: 

• The transportation goals, strategies, and improvements proposed in the Transportation 2035 
Plan were derived from an extensive regional agency and public outreach effort lead by MTC, 
and they reflect broad agency and public support, as documented in the Transportation 2035 
Plan and supplemental public outreach reports. 

The purpose and contents of Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) are specified in Federal 
and State statute – the Federal metropolitan transportation planning rule is set forth in Title 
23 CFR Part 450 and 49 CFR Part 613 and the State transportation planning rule is codified in 
California Government Code Section 65080(c). The federal metropolitan transportation 
planning rules calls for the metropolitan transportation planning process to provide for 
consideration and implementation of projects, strategies, and services that will address 
planning factors pertaining to economic vitality, transportation safety, transportation 
security, accessibility of mobility of people and freight, environmental protection, 
transportation system integration and connectivity, efficient system management and 
operation, and preservation of the existing transportation system. Furthermore, according to 
the California Transportation Commission’s 2007 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines 
which was prepared pursuant to Government Code Section 65080(c), the purpose of RTPs is 
to “encourage and promote the safe and efficient management, operation and development of 
a regional intermodal transportation system that will serve the mobility needs of goods and 
people.” 

As required by federal and state metropolitan planning regulations, the Transportation 2035 
Plan transportation goals, objectives, and strategies therefore are not only derived from 
federal planning factors but also established to support the movement of goods and people 
through the development of a safe, efficient, well-integrated regional transportation system. 
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• The Transportation 2035 Plan is consistent with the California Transportation Plan and other 
plans developed by cities, counties, districts, Native American Tribal Governments, and State 
and Federal agencies in responding to Statewide and interregional transportation issues and 
needs. Specifically, the Transportation 2035 Plan is consistent with adopted countywide 
transportation plans and priorities, as well as voter approved county transportation sales tax 
expenditure plans and bridge toll programs. These plans and priorities, in turn, reflect the 
input and concerns of county congestion management agencies, transit operators, local 
governments, and members of the public. 

• The program of projects in the Transportation 2035 Plan meets the policy goals and 
objectives established by MTC for a long-range regional transportation plan better than the 
alternatives. 

• The Commission established a three-prong policy framework for the Transportation 2035 
Plan: (a) the Three Es of economy, environment and equity serve as the umbrella policy 
structure, (b) the eight plan goals of maintenance & safety, reliability, efficient freight travel, 
security & emergency management, clean air, climate protection, equitable access, and livable 
communities reinforce each of the Three Es, and (c) the performance objectives of reducing 
congestion, vehicle miles traveled, carbon dioxide and particulate matter pollution, 
improving transportation-housing affordability, and improving maintenance, safety and 
security of the transportation system serve as benchmarks to measure the region’s progress in 
meeting the Three Es and goals. As reflected in the Transportation 2035 Plan, the 
Commission defined a comprehensive mix of transportation policies, strategies and 
investments that strike a balance at meeting the plan’s Three Es, goals and performance 
objectives.  

• The alternatives chosen for evaluation in the Draft EIR do reflect the careful consideration of 
potential for achieving these basic project goals and objectives. MTC designed alternatives 
that balanced the goal of greenhouse gas reduction with the other plan goals described above, 
and came up with alternatives predicated on increased investment in operations and 
maintenance which would reduce other potentially significant adverse effects as well without 
jeopardizing the safety and functionality of the system. However, on the whole, the 
Transportation 2035 Plan does a superior job in striking a good balance at meeting the plan’s 
goals and objectives, as outlined below, although is not environmentally superior to the 
alternatives in all respects, as discussed in Appendix A: Findings and Facts in Support of 
Findings. 

• The Transportation 2035 Plan would improve mobility in 2035 as compared with existing 
conditions and the No Project alternative by increasing accessibility to jobs by both 
automobile and transit mode for all time intervals of 15, 30, and 45 minutes. 

• The Transportation 2035 Plan would improve mobility in 2035 as compared with the No 
Project alternative by significantly decreasing VMT at LOS F for all road facility types. 

• The Transportation 2035 Plan would not interfere with the attainment and maintenance of 
federal and state air quality standards, as follows: 

o Reactive organic gases, nitrogen oxides, and carbon monoxide would decrease 
substantially compared to today’s emissions (ranging from 72 percent to 80 percent 
less) due largely to the continued long term effects of California’s stringent 
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automobile engine emission controls. The Transportation 2035 Plan would reduce 
emissions of all types of pollutants in 2035 by 0.7 percent to 1.3 percent compared to 
the No Project conditions. 

o Compared to existing conditions, particulate matter would increase by 28 percent for 
PM10 and by 19 percent for PM2.5, which is an improvement on the performance of 
the last RTP. These emissions are due to the projected cumulative regional growth in 
vehicle miles of travel; however the Transportation 2035 Plan would decrease 
emissions of particulate matter by 0.7 percent for PM10 and by 1.2 percent for PM2.5 
compared to the No Project condition. 

• The Transportation 2035 Plan results in lower rates of transportation-related energy 
consumption than existing conditions, as a result of the enforcement of stricter fuel efficiency 
standards as well as decreased congestion due to Plan projects resulting in more efficient 
vehicle movement. 

• The Transportation 2035 Plan would result in better future environmental outcomes than all 
alternatives in terms of long term noise exposure. 

• The Transportation 2035 Plan would result in better future environmental outcomes than the 
No Project condition in the areas of greenhouse gases and climate change and seismic risk 
exposure. 

• The Transportation 2035 Plan, by including the Regional HOT Network, augments its own 
budget by providing reasonably foreseeable access to an additional $6.1 billion in net revenue 
that can be directed to other important corridor mobility and operational investments. 

• The Transportation 2035 Plan includes effective roadway performance-enhancing programs 
(such as the Freeway Performance Initiative) to reduce congestion, and critical new intra-and 
inter-regional transit connections (such as Resolution 3434 Regional Transit Expansion 
Program, Transportation for Livable Communities Program, and even locally-implemented 
initiatives such as Safe Routes to Schools and Transit Programs) that will improve the overall 
attractiveness and functionality of the transit network. 

• The Transportation 2035 Plan would support mobility between the Bay Area and 
neighboring regions by improving highway and transit through key interregional gateways, 
and thus contribute to the economic well being and quality of life for these areas as well as the 
Bay Area. 

OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS CONCLUSIONS 

MTC finds that the proposed Transportation 2035 Plan has been carefully reviewed and that the 
mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR have been included in the Mitigation Monitoring 
Plan adopted by the Commission. Nonetheless, the proposed Plan may have certain 
environmental effects, which cannot be avoided or substantially lessened. As to these significant 
environmental effects that are not avoided or substantially lessened to a point less than 
significant, the MTC finds that specific fiscal, economic, social, technological, or other 
considerations make additional mitigation of those impacts infeasible, in that all feasible 
mitigation measures have been incorporated into the proposed Plan. 
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The Commission has carefully considered all of the environmental impacts that have not been 
mitigated to an insignificant level, as listed above. The Commission has also carefully considered 
the fiscal, economic, social, and environmental benefits of the proposed Plan, as listed above, and 
compared these with the benefits and impacts of the alternatives, which were evaluated in the 
EIR. The Commission has balanced the fiscal, economic, social, and environmental benefits of 
the proposed Plan against its unavoidable and unmitigated adverse environmental impacts and, 
based upon substantial evidence in the record, has determined that the benefits of the proposed 
Plan outweigh, and therefore override, the remaining adverse environmental effects. Such 
benefits provide the substantive and legal basis for this Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

Based on the foregoing and pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21081 and State CEQA 
Guidelines section 15093, the Commission further determines that the unavoidable adverse 
environmental effects of the proposed Plan are acceptable, and that there are overriding 
considerations which support the Commission’s approval of the proposed Plan, as stated in the 
above sections. 

MTC believes that it is prudent to select this Plan over the alternatives because it provides 
dramatic improvements over the continuation of the existing Transportation 2030 Plan and 
makes the most of MTC’s current authority, regional planning efforts, and cooperative 
relationship with local CMAs. In making this determination, MTC incorporates by reference the 
Findings and Facts in Support of Findings set forth in Appendix A, as well as all of the supporting 
evidence cited therein, within the Draft and Final EIR, and in the administrative record. 
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Appendix C: 
Mitigation Monitoring Program 
 

This Mitigation Monitoring Program has been prepared for the EIR for the Transportation 2035 
Plan in accordance with the State’s mitigation monitoring statute, Public Resource Code Section 
21081.6, and sections 15091 (d) and 15097 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
These provisions require public agencies to establish mitigation monitoring or reporting 
programs for projects where they have identified significant adverse impacts and mitigation 
measures to reduce or avoid these significant impacts. The public agency must adopt the 
monitoring and reporting program when approving a project. The intent of these provisions is to 
ensure that mitigation measures are fully implemented. 

PURPOSE OF MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 

To ensure that mitigation measures established for significant environmental impacts identified 
through the CEQA process are fully implemented, the Public Resources Code was amended in 
1988 (codified as Section 21081.6) to require a reporting or monitoring program “designed to 
ensure compliance during project implementation.” Every time a Lead Agency—such as the 
MTC—approves a mitigated negative declaration or an EIR that identifies significant impacts and 
measures to mitigate them, it must also prepare a mitigation-monitoring program. CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15097 was added in 1999 to further clarify agency requirements for mitigation 
monitoring or reporting. 

The Transportation 2035 Plan EIR identified significant environmental impacts and measures 
that would mitigate those impacts. This document outlines a program for the implementation 
and monitoring of those mitigation measures. The purpose of this program is to document that 
the mitigation measures will be implemented and that environmental impacts are reduced to the 
level identified in the Plan EIR. One of the basic premises of the Mitigation Monitoring Program 
is that agencies responsible for carrying out individual projects identified in the Transportation 
2035 Plan are also responsible for mitigating their impacts. 

Because the Transportation 2035 Plan contains projects that would be developed by agencies 
other than MTC and located within numerous jurisdictions within the region, MTC finds that 
the implementation of some mitigation measures listed in Appendix A of this document are not 
within its jurisdiction. These measures can and should be implemented and monitored by 
agencies responsible for implementing and overseeing the implementation of the individual 
projects contained in the Transportation 2035 Plan. These agencies include both project 
sponsors—local jurisdictions, transit agencies, county congestion management agencies, county 
transportation authorities, and Caltrans—as well as agencies responsible for the conservation of 
natural resources. These latter agencies include the Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 
the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, the U.S. and California Environmental Protection Agencies, the Department of 
Fish and Game, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Ultimately, MTC will ensure compliance 
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with the identified mitigation measures by requiring individual projects to undergo CEQA and 
NEPA (if applicable) review prior to project approval by MTC. 

This Mitigation Monitoring Program includes a discussion of agency roles and responsibilities 
for mitigation measure implementation and monitoring, general monitoring procedures, and 
timing of mitigation measure implementation. To ensure compliance with CEQA, this document 
summarizes the actions to be taken to implement the mitigation measures prescribed for the Plan 
EIR. These measures are to be implemented to reduce adverse environmental impacts of 
individual projects on the resource areas of Transportation, Air Quality, Land Use, Greenhouse 
Gases and Climate Change, Noise, Geology, Water Resources, Biological Resources, Visual 
Resources, and Cultural Resources. 

MTC’S ROLE 

Although MTC is the lead agency for developing the Transportation 2035 Plan, MTC will likely 
not be the lead agency or project sponsor for individual projects identified in the Plan. Most 
mitigation measures listed in the Plan EIR are project-level, rather than program-level measures, 
and must be implemented through the course of specific project design and engineering, 
permitting, and construction by the project sponsor. Therefore, the MTC’s primary role is as a 
responsible agency to oversee future project-level CEQA analyses to ensure incorporation of 
measures identified in the Plan EIR. MTC’s role thus includes: 

• Requiring sponsors of the transportation projects to comply with CEQA and NEPA, if 
applicable, prior to project approval by MTC; 

• Evaluating proposed projects to identify changes and best practices that would reduce 
identified environmental impacts; 

• Recommending to sponsors, as appropriate, mitigation measures identified in this EIR and 
other site-specific measures that are developed during the course of individual project 
environmental analysis to ensure that potential impacts outlined in this EIR are adequately 
addressed and mitigated; 

• Requesting details as necessary in the project-level monitoring and reporting programs to 
ensure follow-up and continued compliance throughout construction and operational phases; 

• Reviewing mitigation monitoring status reports (pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised) 
and following up if reports show mitigation efforts are performing below reasonable 
expectations; 

• Updating the Regional Transportation Plan at least every four years and the Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) every four years, including preparing a transportation air 
quality conformity finding pursuant to the Federal Clean Air Act; and 

• Working with regional agencies and other bodies to implement other actions that would 
minimize the environmental impacts of the Transportation 2035 Plan. 

MTC Measures and Monitoring 

Regarding the last bullet point, the measures from the Draft EIR for which MTC takes primary 
responsibility are listed below. In most cases, these measures will be implemented over an 
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extended time period. MTC will monitor progress on these mitigation measures and report to 
interested persons and other responsible agencies through, at minimum, the actions and minutes 
of the Joint Policy Committee meetings, which occur bi-monthly or more often as necessary. 

2.1(a) MTC, ABAG, BCDC and BAAQMD—as represented through the Joint Policy 
Committee (JPC) which coordinates the regional planning efforts of the four agencies—shall 
work to leverage existing funds (including the $2.2 billion in funds committed in the 
proposed Transportation 2035 Plan for the Transportation for Livable Communities 
Program) and seek additional funds to provide financial incentives to local governments that 
volunteered to designate their communities as Priority Development Areas (PDAs) through 
the FOCUS program and commit to build higher density residential and mixed use 
development near transit. 

2.1(b) MTC, in partnership with ABAG, BCDC, BAAQMD, local governments, and 
employers who would like to participate, will seek opportunities to conduct research on and 
promote value pricing of parking and other innovative parking strategies, for example: 

• Employer parking “cash out” programs, which allow employees to forego a parking spot 
in favor of cash or a subsidized transit pass; 

• Residential parking “opt-out” programs, which reduce city parking requirements in favor 
of developer funded cash to residents and/or transit passes, carshare membership, bicycle 
rentals, or alternative modes; 

• Local parking self-financing programs, which price parking to fund transit passes, 
alternative modes, and/or provide cash directly to workers and residents; 

• “Green certification” of local parking policy regulations aimed at reducing vehicle miles 
traveled; and 

• Technical assistance programs to remove barriers that prevent local governments from 
implementing parking pricing programs. 

2.1(c) MTC shall advocate to State and federal legislators for new incentive funding for local 
governments to take steps to encourage higher density and mixed use developments near 
transit, including strategies such as (a) revising land use plans and zoning codes to remove 
barriers that may prevent such development; or (b) providing incentives to developers 
through density bonuses or expedited development review. 

2.2(b) MTC and BAAQMD, in partnership with ARB and other partners who would like to 
participate, shall work to leverage existing air quality and transportation funds and seek 
additional funds to continue to implement the BAAQMD’s Lower-Emission School Bus 
Program (LESBP) to retrofit older diesel school buses with emission control devices and 
replace older school buses with clean school buses, and to develop and implement other 
similar programs aimed at retrofits and replacements of heavy duty fleet vehicles. 

2.2(c) MTC and BAAQMD, in partnership with the Port of Oakland, ARB, and other 
partners who would like to participate, shall work together to identify, prioritize and 
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implement actions beyond those identified in the Statewide Goods Movement Emission 
Reduction Plan to reduce diesel PM and other air emissions. 

2.2(d) MTC and BAAQMD, in partnership with the Port of Oakland, ARB, and other 
partners who would like to participate, shall work together to secure incentive funding that 
may be available through the Carl Moyer Memorial Air Quality Standards Attainment 
Program to reduce port-related emissions. 

2.2(e) MTC and BAAQMD, in partnership with the Port of Oakland, ARB, and other 
partners who would like to participate, shall work together to secure Proposition 1B Goods 
Movement Emission Reduction Program funds to invest in Bay Area related programs. These 
funds directly support early and accelerated diesel PM reduction programs and can help ease 
the transition into compliance with adopted and proposed ARB regulations. 

2.2(f) MTC and BAAQMD, in partnership with the Port of Oakland, ARB, and other 
partners who would like to participate, shall work together to develop and seek resources for 
the San Francisco Bay Area Green Ports Initiative, which is a program to reduce air pollution 
from trucks, ships and other equipment associated with Bay Area port operations. 

2.3(d) Through regional programs such as the Transportation for Livable Communities 
Program, Regional Bicycle Program, etc., MTC shall continue to support locally sponsored 
traffic calming and alternative transportation initiatives, such as paths, trails, overcrossings, 
bicycle plans, and the like that foster improved neighborhoods and community connections. 

2.3(e) MTC shall continue to participate in and promote the efforts of the multi-agency 
FOCUS project, which is intended to coordinate regional growth efforts to use land more 
efficiently, optimize transportation and other infrastructure investments in existing 
communities that focus new development near existing transit, preserve open space, etc. In 
this way, MTC, in partnership with regional agencies such as ABAG, and advocacy groups 
such as Greenbelt Alliance and TransForm (formerly TALC), can pursue the enhanced 
coordination of local land use planning with transportation investments in the proposed 
Transportation 2035 Plan. 

2.5(a) MTC shall commit to working with ABAG, BCDC, and BAAQMD, through the JPC, 
to develop a set of “green construction” policies and best practices that encourage use of 
lowest emitting construction equipment and fuels (e.g., diesel-powered vehicles meeting the 
most current ARB-certified tier or better engines). 

2.5(c) MTC will work with BCDC, in partnership with the regional agencies and other 
partners who would like to participate, to conduct a vulnerability assessment for the region’s 
transportation infrastructure and identify the appropriate adaptation strategies to protect 
those transportation resources that are likely to be impacted and are a priority for the region 
to protect. This assessment should build off of but not duplicate current BCDC efforts and 
research underway. 
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In Support of a Regional Mitigation Strategy 

In its role as a regional transportation planning agency, and in cooperation with its partner 
regional agencies ABAG, BAAQMD, and BCDC, MTC is identifying opportunities for region-
wide coordination to achieve environmental protection goals, through the Joint Policy 
Committee’s efforts to coordinate implementation of Assembly Bill 32 and Senate Bill 375 and 
through ongoing interagency consultation with federal/state resource agencies, Tribal 
governments, and other stakeholders. Key opportunities to enhance coordinated mitigation 
efforts may include increased integration of conservation mapping data to inform easement 
decisions and project location choices (a process that has already begun in the Plan EIR in the 
preparation of the regional farmland and sea level rise maps, among others) and enhanced travel 
and socioeconomic demographic forecast models. Mitigation measures 2.3(e) and 2.5(c) (listed 
above) support this effort. MTC will continue to support and advance the goals of the JPC and 
the region’s ability to meet SB 375 requirements by pursuing opportunities for regional 
coordination. 

PROJECT SPONSORS AND PROJECT-LEVEL REVIEW 

Project sponsors are the agencies responsible for environmental review, design, right-of-way 
procurement, and construction of individual projects included in the Transportation 2035 Plan. 

The analysis contained in the EIR on the Transportation 2035 Plan is at a “program level” which 
evaluates the general range of impacts and mitigation measures that may be defined for the entire 
program of projects (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). However, many of the projects proposed 
in the Transportation 2035 Plan have not yet completed CEQA review because they have not yet 
been programmed or sufficiently defined to have a meaningful CEQA review at the project level. 
The project sponsors are thus responsible for conducting project-level environmental review 
consistent with CEQA and NEPA, if applicable, for Transportation 2035 Plan projects they 
implement. Specifically, project sponsors are responsible for the following: 

• Conducting project-level CEQA and NEPA (as applicable) analysis where a transportation 
project has the potential to cause or contribute to a significant impact on the environment (at 
minimum addressing the potentially significant impacts already identified at the program 
level through this EIR); 

• Reviewing this EIR and considering applicable impact findings and mitigation measures 
herein when completing the project-level analysis and proposing mitigation measures; 

• Notifying MTC and other responsible, trustee, or interested public agencies in a timely 
manner of the CEQA and/or NEPA process underway and how said agencies may consult on 
that process; 

• Responding to written comments on impacts and mitigation measures from public agencies 
(including MTC) and interested groups/individuals; 

• Adopting adequate mitigation measures and a mitigation monitoring and reporting program 
for those transportation projects with significant impacts; 
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• Delivering to MTC the response to comments on the EIR and final recommendations for 
certification of the EIR or mitigated negative declaration and the mitigation monitoring and 
reporting program, for review and comment prior to project EIR certification; and 

• Reporting to MTC on compliance with mitigation measures pursuant to MTC Resolution 
1481, Revised, and should mitigations perform below reasonable expectations, reporting to 
MTC about these low-performing mitigations and modifying them accordingly. 

OTHER RESPONSIBLE AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES 

The other regional planning agencies (ABAG, BAAQMD, and BCDC) shall support MTC’s 
implementation of program-level mitigation measures listed above, through their roles as 
described specifically in the mitigation measures themselves, as well as through on-going 
consultation and coordination efforts. 

Agencies charged with the protection and conservation of natural resources shall help to ensure 
the mitigation of significant impacts through providing comments on project CEQA and NEPA 
documents, and through permit issuance standards and conditions. 

TIMING 

Most of the mitigation measures are related to specific site design and construction practices and 
will therefore be required during the design phase, pre-construction phase, and/or construction 
phase of individual projects. Project-specific mitigation monitoring programs may necessitate 
onsite environmental monitors during construction activities. Individual projects will progress 
through development stages at different times throughout the planning period. Nonetheless, 
project sponsors or their agents will be responsible for successfully implementing and enforcing 
the mitigation measures, and MTC will help to ensure compliance by receiving and reviewing 
status reports pursuant to MTC Resolution 1481, Revised. 

One of the key components of a monitoring program is to determine whether or not mitigation 
measures are effective in reducing impacts to levels that are less than significant. Standards for 
successful mitigation are implicit in many mitigation measures that include such requirements as 
avoiding a specific impact entirely. Project sponsors will be required to compare residual impacts 
(after mitigation measures are implemented) to either a) the Transportation 2035 Plan EIR 
significance criteria or b) subsequent site-specific project EIR significance criteria or specific 
mitigation performance standards in order to determine mitigation measure effectiveness. MTC 
may conduct a comprehensive review of measures that are not effectively mitigating impacts at 
any time it deems appropriate. 



 

  

Appendix D: 
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